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WEDNESDAY, JULY 14, 1954 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON MercuHant MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Wash ington, dD. CU. 

Che Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries met, pursuant to 
call, in the regular committee room, House Office Building, at 10 
a.m. the Honorable Thor C. Tollefson, chairman, presiding. 

The Cuatrman. The committee will be in order for consideration of 
H. R. 9509, a bill to provide an immediate program for the moderniza- 
tion and improvement of such merchant-type vessels in the reserve 
fic etas are necessary for national defense. 

At this point in the record we shall have inserted a copy of the bill. 

(The bill referred to is as follows:) 


[H. R. 9509, 88d Cong., 2d sess 


A BILL To provide an immediate program for the modernization and improvement of 
such merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as are necessary for national defense 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Emergency 
Ship Repair Act of 1954”. 

STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 

Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act in the interests of national defense to pro- 
vide for the immediate improvement and modernization of needed merchant 
type vessels in the reserve fleet under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Com- 
merce, and thereby to provide a much needed stimulus to the shipbuilding and 
ship repair industries of the Nation. 


‘ 
RESERVE FLEET MODERNIZATION AND REPAIR PROGRAM 
Sec. 3. The Secretary of Commerce shall, after consulting the Secretary of 


Defense, formulate and carry out to the extent authorized under the provisions 
of this Act a program of repairing, modernizing, or converting such merchant- 
type vessels in the national defense reserve under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce as may be necessary to provide for the purpose of national 
defense an adequate and ready reserve fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels. 


CONTRACTING AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 4. The Secretary of Commerce shall, within six months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, enter into such contracts for the repair, modernization, 
and conversion of vessels as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
Act. Such contracts (1) may provide for the expenditure by the United States 
of not more than $45,000,000, (2) shall be with private shipbuilding or ship 
repair yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf coasts of the United States, (3 
shall be entered into in accordance with applicable provisions of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, and (4) may be negotiated 
without competitive bidding whenever such action is determined by the Secre- 
tary of Commerce to be necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act. 
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums not in excess 
of $45,000,000 as may be necessary to carry out the prov isions of this Act. 

The CuHarrMan. We are prepared, this morning, to have as our 
first witness the honorable Senator from the State of Maryland, Sen- 
itor Butler. 


senator 


Bu . would ve care to help us with out bill ? 
Senato1 Bu rLER. Yes, sir. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN MARSHALL BUTLER, A UNITED STATES 
SENATOR FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Senator Buriter. Mr. Chairman, I resi a very short statement, and 
I thank you for the opportunity to appear before you today. 

Tt. (aimwan We ara indecd priv ‘Te ore “i to have you come before 
our committee, sir. 

Senator Burier. Thank you for the opportunity to appear ue fore 
vou today. I am greatly interested in S. 3546, the emergence v ship 
r pall bill which, as per pr rope ly know, I introduced with vs rious co- 
sponsors on June 28, ] d Iam happy to know that this companion 
bill is before a group te ich has done so much to further the interests 
of the American maritime industry 1 in which we are jointly interested. 

It would be like “carrying coals to Neweastle”, I am afraid, to 
attempt to go 1nto any detailed account of conditions in the shipbuild- 
ing and map wapeee re Your committee’s extensive investigations 
nto so many phases of maritime problems have surely given you an 
intimate knowledge of this alaaatines 

Nevertheless, I hope you will permit me just a few minutes to pre- 
sent some thou ohts that I believe bear sastineniiy upon the bill under 
consideration. 

When we first gave thought to the necessity of some emergency 
action to save the Nation’s strategic shipy: rds ¢ from impending shut- 
downs we called in, as you know, ofhiet li als ot the Shipbuil le rs Coune il 
of America and the leading ship construction and repair yards to 
confer with us. We wv ae them to spell out for us the full extent 
oT the calamity that eur ently faces almost.the entire industry. We 
were fully aware of the i‘. arth of new construction contracts, and of 
the tapering off of repair work due to the layup of many vessels, but 
we wanted to get the feelings as to future prospects from within the 
industry itself. 

U1 iformly, their reports pictured a developing situation that could 
only lead, we bec: ame conv need, to a gener: al coll: apse otf the y rast ship- 
yard network without whi *h the U nited § States would | e exposed to 
mort tal danger In any new emergency. And the possibility Is ever 
before us, as you gentlemen know so well, that some one of the many 
sore spots on the international body politic could erupt overnight into 
the most terrible conflict ever visited upon the human race. 

To check the industry reaction from the viewpoint of the Govern- 
ment agencies most directly in touch with the situation, our subeom- 
mittee then met with the Maritime Administrator and the Acting 
Chief of the Navy’s Bureau of Ships, representing the Department 
of Defense. They voiced a most sympathetic appreciation of the difft- 
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culties faced by the shipyards, and expressed a deep sense of fore- 
boding as to possible results of a general collapse of these vital 
facilities. 

The Navy’s position had been given previously by Admiral Leg- 
gett, Chief of the Bureau of Ships, both to your committee and to our 
Senate subcommittee. The Navy was doing its utmost to place work 
in the yards, but it wasn’t going to be sufficient to keep the yards going, 
the admiral declared. And he voiced the need of an emergenc y y ship- 
construction program of at least 20 cargo vessels per year as an in- 
terim step. 

We have only to recall the statements made by President Eisen- 
hower, Sir Winston Churchill, and top United States military leaders 
revardil oO the Pp rt played in the winning of World War II by the 
vast merchant fleet produced and maintained in American shipyards 
to realize the enormous importance of keeping in active status the 
yards upon which the Department of Defense is relying in its mobili- 
zation planning. 

Gentlemen, to depart from my statement at this point, let me point 
out to you that when I was last in England and talked to the people 
in England who know shipping and who know the need for ships 
during time of war, they told me, to the man, that had it not been 
for the capacity of the American yards to produce ships and to keep 
existing ships in repair, that the Allies would have lost that war, most 
certainly. 

Phere was no doubt in their minds about it, and none of them had 
any reservation on that subject that the American shipyards and the 
American ship-repair yards were responsible for winning World War 
Il. 

We will need all these construction and repair yards as never before 
in the event another war develops involving the United States. But, 
sure as we are meeting here, many of those yards will be among the 


missing when needed, unless action is taken, along the lines proposed 
nS. 3546, to put some work into those Vi ards immediat ely. 

But that is really only half the story of S. 3546. The other half is 
highly significant also. If and when trouble develops, and a shooting 


war breaks, enactment and implementation of this bill will make 
available to this Government in an hour of need more than 200 vessels 
that can be broken out of the reserve fleet and put into use at once— 
not 3 or 6 months later, as would be the case if they were put in 
readiness after the shooting starts, rather than now. 

Let me conclude by emphasizing that we have long since passed the 
point where we can temporize further. We must act—and this bill 
points the way. 

The Navy and the Maritime Administrator have selected the ves- 
sels that surely will be needed in the first stages of any future mobili- 
zation for war. These vessels are not in shape now to fulfill their 
projected part in the planned mobilization. The purpose of this bill 
is to put them in readiness—now—and by so doing, help to preserve 
intact the ship-repair yards and the skilled work forces without 
which any plans for future defense would be sorely affected. 

Mr. Chairman, thank you ever so much. 

The Cuarman. Thank you, Senator, for your very fine statement 

What you have had to say in connec tion with keeping our shipyards 
in readiness in the event of an emergenc y isin line with what Admir al 











1 connection W ith 


In « Sil I ould e to repeat that ft Navy is gravely concerned with the 
plight of the shipbuilding in stry which promises to become the most vulner- 
preps s j = 
* ’ ‘ * * 
lay i private shipyards is so critical that I have grave 
ce e! whether the ind I nh meet mo ation production schedules. 


I am sure all the members of the committec appreciate your state- 


ment, and I do not kno ether any of them have any questions 


Yo anv of the members have any questions to ask the Senator 4 
7 . i 


If not. thank vou verv much. Senator. for taking the time and the 
troubl to come ove! ane ove the benefit. of your thinking on this 
subiect. 

Senator Butter. Mr. ¢ l in and members of the committee, I 
can a re you that it ! plea re to be here, and I am deeply in- 
tere ted in the subject on w] I have been speaking, and I think it is 
just as important a part of our defense protection and potential as is 
our Navy, Army, and Maa ne Corp 

Tl is a vital function of the defense of this great Nation, and if 
we permit it to go do n. and rely ipo i pool of Kuropean ships, we 
are not going to have the bottoms to move the men and materiel of war 
which are so vital] ere iry to the suecessful conduct of a war. 


We cannot perm t these yards to lose their skilled workers, and to 
close down. 

The CHarmrMan. Thank you, Senator. 

Senator Butter. Thank you, sir. 

The Cu AIRMAN. We have with us this mo ning also, one of our col 
leagues, who is one of the outstanding merchant 
the Congress. 

Mr. Hardy, will you come forward, please, sir ? 

We are ple ased that you, too, should take the time and the trouble 


to give us the benefit of your views on this leoislation. 


marine supporters of 


STATEMENT OF HON. PORTER HARDY, A REPRESENTATIVE IN 
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF VIRGINIA 


Mr. Harpy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I am indebted to the committee and particularly to the chairman for 
this opportunity to be here for just a brief moment, to express my ap- 
proval of this legislation, and to present for brief comments two of 
my constituents. 

However, before presenting my constituents, Mr. Chairman, I want 
to more or less echo certain of the sentiments expressed by Senator 
Butler, because we certainly need to undertake this program in order 
to keep our shipyards going and, also, to keep our merchant marine 
ina position of readiness from a defense standpoint. 

I am not sure that the bill goes far enough, but I would like to 
take this opportunity to urge something that I have been urging 
this committee to do for a long time; and that is to undertake a 
complete restudy of our entire merchant-marine program, and that 
certain amendments be made to existing legislation in the interest 
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of promoting our merchant marine in order that it can occupy its 
proper position in world trade which, frankly, I am afraid we are 
not doing so well as we ought to do at the moment. 

Insofar as this particular legislation is concerned, Mr. Chairman, 
[ do want to express my approval of it and my hope that this com- 
mittee will act favorably on it very promptly. 

I have received communications from my area on the subject. I 
have one communication here from the Newport News Port Commis- 
sion, Which I presume will be presented by my colleague, Mr. Robeson, 
who is a member of this committee, but I wanted to call attention to 
their support of this legislation. 

I also have one from the Norfolk Port Authority, which is not 
represented here today. I believe they also wrote to the chairman 
of the committee. 

I also have a communication from the Norfolk Chamber of Com- 
merce, 1n support of this legislation. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 

NorFOLK CHAMBER OF COMMERCE, 
Norfolk, Va., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. THoR C. TOLLeFson, 
icting Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR Mr. ToLLEFson: At a special meeting of the executive committee of the 
Norfolk Chamber of Commerce held today I was instructed to convey to you 
the endorsement of the Norfolk Chamber of Commerce of the Senate bill pend- 
ng before your committee authorizing a $45 million program of repairing, 
modernizing, and converting merchant vessels in the national defense reserve 
fleet 

We believe that this bill will be for the best interest of the national-defense 
effort and we are glad to join in the endorsement and ask for the passage of 
this bill 

Sincerely yours, 
DonALp W. Suriver, Manager. 

Mr. Harpy. Present this morning 
the Virginia State Ports Authority, who has a letter from that author- 
ity, addressed to the chairman ot the committee, and I would like to 
present Mr. Davis just for the purpose of presenting his letter, Mr. 
Chairman. 

The CHatrmMan. Fine. 


ris Mr. Tom Davis. representil g 


STATEMENT OF TOM DAVIS, REPRESENTING THE VIRGINIA STATE 
PORTS AUTHORITY 


Mr. Davis. Mr. Chairman, my name is Davis, and I am representing 
the Virginia State Ports Authority. 

We have a letter here, or a statement, rather, in the form of a letter, 
which we would like to present to this committee. It is in support 
of the current legislation before this committee. 

[ regret to say that it was received so late last night that I have not 
had a chance to make additional copies, but I have the original letter, 
which was addressed to you, as chairman. 

The CuHatrmMan. If you will leave it with the counsel, it will be made 
a part of the record, as will the other letters mentioned by Repre- 
sentative Hardy. 


49856—54 








(The matter referred to is as follow 


( ( } | | / l 
Hl 0 l VW t D. { 
) ( ~ lo 30 N The \ e P s Authority Ss an 
f the ¢ I f Vir harged Ww e duty, among others, 
t r } the | ‘ SS ( f \I j and ny agency, department, 
( I stru f mariti ! ters affecting the use 
e harbo and st S State 
) mmittee me \ h le ( sideration for hearing on Wednesday, 
14, H. R. 9509, authorizing a $45 m on program of repairing, modernizing, 
‘ ng erchant vess¢ in the ‘ ! defense reserve fleet This 
h prima I nsil ties chiy vulnerable port areas and 
particularly th shipy c } \ h defense measures 
than would be the average State agen We believe the work which the above 
d authorize would greatly strengthen the national defense by improving 
g re for an emerge il nsiderable number of 
Sh l en ren cul e involved in readying 
I ePSSE Ww ld be re v extended if this wor were not done now, and it is 
I f that the ac hment of the work in a ergency period would be 
considerably more s I s important, not only from a defense viewpoint 
! from the viewpoint of the American merc! t marine, that we have 
I ship repair yards 1 ned with at least a nucleus of experienced 
workme We believe that this b ould help to assure the continuance of this 
condition and that it is, therefore, in the public interes 
For the above reasons, this authority urges the enactment of H. R. 9509 
Since \ 


Davip S. GENDELL, 
Deputy Brecutive Directo 


} 


Mi H anpY. Mr. Chairman, I have another constituent, represent- 
. 
Ing the Hamptoi Road Man time As wiation. and that issoc1ation 1s 
l de un of peopl in the maritime business n both sides of Hampton 
Road ; Norfolk, Port mouth, al d Newport News. 
Mr. Harry Bridges, representing that association, is present. He 
has quite a substantial sta ement, concerning this legislation, which 
he wishes to present for the record, and he may wish to make just two 


1 
0 


or three remarks. 

I would like to prese nt Mr. Bridges at this time. 

The CuHarmman. We will be glad to hear from Mr. Bridges. 

Mr. Harpy. Incidentally, Mr. Chairman, let me make it perfectly 
clear that Mr. Bridges is one of my very fine young constituents, 
and the similarity of name with another Mr. Bridges has no relation 
to this cventleman. 

The CHarrMan. We are very happy to have you here, Mr. Bridges, 
and I understand you have a statement which you wish to present 
for the record, and that will be done. 

Mr. Bripces. Yes, sir. 

I have presented that statement along with a number of copies for 
the committee to the committee counsel] already. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 
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‘ 
HAMPTON ROADS MARITIME ASSOCIATION, INC., 
Norfolk, Va., July 14, 1954 
Ho THO C. TOLLEFSON, 
icting Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, and 
Honorable Members of the Committee, House of Representatives, 
Hlouse Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear Mr, Totterson: The Hampton Roads Maritime Association, Inc., repre- 
senting maritime, commercial, and industi nterests in the ports of Hampton 
Roads, Norfolk, and Newport News, Va., respectfully submits this statement 
support of the enactment of the Emergency Ship Repair Act of 1954, H. R. 95098 
(S. 3546) 

This action is taken in conformity with resolution adopted by the board of 
directors of tl organization, meeting in s Se mat Norfolk on Thursday, 
July 8, 1954 At that meetin it was brought out that the laid-up fleet of the 
Federal Maritime Administration is cri illy deficient in safe and efficient 
vessels Phat many of these ships are of the Liberty type, which are both 
inefficient and obsolete. 

That survey, by the Federal Maritime Administration has revealed that 
there are something over 200 ships of a better class that are susceptible t 


rehabilitation and which, if reconditioned, would provide an excellent reserve 
fleet for use in emergency) 

That this modernization program would also serve to greatly alleviate a very 
critical distressed condition which exists in American shipyards. Conditions 
are particularly critical in Hampton Roads’ shipyards, because, except for the 
yard at Newport News, they are almost entirely dependent upon repair work for 
their ¢ stence 

That the modernization of these vessels would redound to the benefit of the 
entire country in keeping the vital shipping industry going—preventing further 


unemployment which has now reached a very serious stage in ship-repair 
yards ind will provide an important reserve fleet of safe and efficient ships 
for use if and when an emergency comes 


That the cost of this modernization program, something in the neighborhood of 
$45 million, is considered reasonable, particularly in vie of its importance and 


The Hampton Road Maritime Association, therefore, urges the enactment of 
the leg ition now before this committee 
Respectfully ibmitted 
H. M. THOMPSON, 
Bereeut Vice P lent 


The CuarrmMan. Thank you, Mr. Bridges, and if you care to make 
any other statement in another form in addition to your prepared 
statement, we would be pleased to hear from you, 

Mr. BRIDGES. No. sir: I do not. 

The CraimrMan. I take it that your statement is in support of 
this measure ? 

Mr. Brinces. Yes, sir: it is. 

The Cuarrman. Incidentally, I should have mentioned that there 
is another bill, H. R. 9415. which was introduced by our friend and 
colleague, Representative Miller of Maryland, which is also being 
considered this morning. 

Mr. Harpy. Mr. Chairman, again, permit the expression of our 
appreciation to the chairman and to the committee for permitting us 
to appear in this manner, and I want to assure you again of my whole- 
hearted support of this legislation. 

The CuarrMan. Thank you very much, sir. 

Mr. Harpy. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Rosrson. Off the record. 

(Discussion off the record.) 

The CHarrman. Mr. Garmatz, I understood that you wished to 
make a statement. 








Ss EMERGENCY SHIP REPAIR ACT 


STATEMENT OF HON. EDWARD A. GARMATZ, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MARYLAND 


Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Chairman, with firsthand knowledge of the con- 
dition of the shipbuilding and ship-repair yards from several in my 
own district, I am fully aware of the great importance of taking what- 
ever action may be neces ary to make it possible that these yards 
maintain at least a nucleus of trained and experienced workers, which 
could be expanded in case of emergency. And unless some work is 
provided quickly, the shipyards will not be able to maintain such a 
nucleus. 

\ccording to the Maritime subsidy policy report presented to the 
Water Transportatio Subcommittee in the Senate, total employment 
n the construction of merchant ps in large coastal yards is esti- 
mated to have averaged 23.300 during 1952. It is estimated that the 
average employment will drop to approximately 10,800 workers in 

954. In 1955 all merchant ships now under contract will be com- 
pleted and employment will drop to about 1,200 workers. 

Employment at the Maryland Drydock Co. in Baltimore fell from 
1.400 in 1952 to as low as 900 in 1954. The Bethlehem Sparrows Point 
Yard has only about 40 percent of its normal peacetime number of 
workers and was prevented from closn Oo down completely in October, 
by receiving a contract for two Navy ammunition ships. 

The Maritime policy report referred to above states further that 
t was found during World War II that the number of workers em- 
ployed in peacetime could be expanded about 12 times in case of war or 


emergency. Lo make C! possible. it is necessary that 36000 workers 


be employed in peacetimes and the number presently employed is far 
below that, and likely to fall even further. That is certainly not a 


afte mobilization nucleus 
And with the present mw settled state of world affairs. we cannot 


ifford to allow our shipyard skills to be further disbursed so they will 


not be ava ible to u n case of emergency. We cannot expect the 

workers wl oO fit d sTeAdV e} ployment in other industries to leave it 

for temporary, ertain @e! ployment in the shipyards, should the 
ed arise 


In an emergency, the availability of ship-repair facilities would be 
ne of the first and oreatest 1 q lirements, because the ships in the 
reserve fleet would ive to be brought into first-class condition for 
mmediate use, while whatever new construction might be necessary 
was undertaken. Therefore, it is vitally important that work be pro- 
vided that W I] keep the Ta lities mn first ‘lass condition, ready for 
expal sion. 

Che emergency ship-repair program which was authorized in 1950, 
ind for which $18 million was appropriated, was hardly begun when 
it was interrupted by the Korean war and the funds were diverted to 
repairing and reactivating merchant cargo vessels. Most of the ves- 
sels intended for repair under that program have not been touched, 
but are in the same condition as they were in 1945 and 1946 when 
they were taken off of active duty and turned over to the Maritime 
Administration for preservation. 

For national-defense purposes, there must be an adequate and ready 
reserve of merchant and auxiliary vessels and this can be made pos- 
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sible by the repairing, modernizing, or converting of certain key 
merchant-type vessels in the national-defense reserve fleet. 

Approval of H. R. 9509 would serve to provide such a ready reserve 
and also make it possible for the shipyards to retain a nucleus of 
trained skills and facilities; therefore I urge the committee to approve 
the legislation without delay. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CHARLES E. BENNETT, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA 


Mr. Bennett. I appreciate this opportunity to appear in behalf of 
provisions of H. R. 9509. I understand that this bill would provide 
for Improvement and modernization of merchant type vessels in the 
reserve fleet and that this would be of great assistance in maintaining 
the proper level of shipbuilding and ship-repair industry in this coun- 
try. It is my opinion that it 1s a vital defense necessity to maintain 
shipbuil ling and ship-repair facilities. If we do not do this, the f 
cilities will be dissipated and the know-how of industry, being 
trained personnel, will be destroyed and disbursed to the extent that 
our national smainite might be endangered. I, therefore, hope that 
youl committee will give favorable consideration to H. R. 9509 for the 
above purposes and for the purpose of maintaining these ships avail- 
able against the possibility of national emergency in which they would 
be quickly needed. 

The CuHarrMan. Will Mr. Upton from the Maritime Administration 
come forward, sir? 


Mr. Upron. Yes, sil 


STATEMENT OF E. C. UPTON, JR., MEMBER, FEDERAL MARITIME 
BOARD 


Mr. Upron. Mr Chairman and ladies and gentleme nh of the com- 
mittee, I have been asked by the Administrator to convey his regrets 
at not being able to be here with you this morning, but absence from 
~ _ ity prevents him from doing so. 

s have a formal statement for the record, which we have fur- 
ished. and if I may, I might outline it orally for you, and then I 
will be available for questions which the committee might ask. 

The CHatrmMan. The statement will be made a part of the record, 
and we will be glad to hear your comments. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF ELDON C, UPTON, JR. 


Gentlemen, Mr. Rothschild, the Maritime Administrator, has asked me to ex 
press his regrets for not being present today. He had been called out of town 
on business. He has asked me in his absence to present the views of the Maritime 
Administration with respect to H. R. 9509, a bill to provide an immediate 
gram for the modernization and improvement of such merchant-type 
the reserve fleet as are necessary for national defense. 

The bill would authorize the Secretary of Commerce, within 6 months after 
date of enactment of the act, to enter into contracts for the repair, modernization, 
and conversion of vessels in the national defense reserve fleet to provide, for 
national defense, an adequate and ready reserve fleet of vessels. 

The amount of contract authority is limited to $45 million. 


pro- 
vessels in 








pe bp requires that f { s be with private shipbuilding or ship repair 

eA il P ( ( he United States. It further 

hey sha tered into cordance with applicable provisions 

ederal Propert Administrative S« ces Act of 1949. The Secre- 

sie of Co nerce 18 specie \ uthe zed » negotiate contracts without com- 

pe ( lding wheneve tion is determined by him to be necessary to 

: prety of © 

i the purpose the ft to } de, in the interest of national defense, im- 

‘ In} vem it and modernization of merchant-type vessels in the re 

erve fle ind thereby to provide stimulus to the shipbuilding and repair indus- 

After « ultation \y nh the se etal f Defense, the Secretary of Commerce 

liad Te llate and « out a program encompassing the repairing, modern- 

erting merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleet. The pro 

eI would be |} ed on the necessity to provide an adequate and ready reserve 

of merchant and auxiliary vessels for national defens¢ The Bureau of the 

Budget has advised that any required ship-repair program should be handled 
I ppropriation through the normal budgetary process 


As of June 30, 1954, there were 2.067 vessels in the reserve fleet, of which 1,514 


As a consequence of the Korean operation and subsequent demands for mer- 
chant tonnage to meet defense and foreign-aid programs, 703 merchant vessels 
ere hdrawn from the reserve fleet, repaired and reactivated. Most of these 
shiy 626—have since been returned to the national defense reserve, and as a 


result a substantial number of merchant-type ships are in better condition to 
meet future initial emergency demands for merchant-type vessels 
We have reviewed the latest mobilization requirements for vessels in the na- 


tional defense reserve The vessels deemed desirable for repair include vessels 
presently converted to military auxiliaries or scheduled for wartime conversion, 
Based on early full mobilization requirements, there are about 205 ships which 


should be included in any reserve fleet repair program. Ships which have re- 
ent been reactivated and repaired for use have, of course, been excluded from 


In the 205 ships only 17 Liberty-types are included Four of these seventeen 
are Navy net cargo ships and they would be repaired. The balance of 13 are 
ships which are scheduled for conversion to military auxiliaries. I am unable 

t in detail since the project is highly classified. How- 
ever, in the event of full mobilization the need would be immediate and urgent 
f any program is undertaken, we would propose to give this particular group 

of ships a very high priority 

We consider that the 46 V-4 large seagoing tugs should be included in any re- 


to « uss this requiremen 


pair program since they could be of utmost importance in the early phase of mo- 
hilization in reactivating other ships as well as for deployment to the forward 
ireas \ ndicated in the recent study of the Under Secretary of Commerce for 
Transportatic I ul e subsidy policy, one of the important factors in de- 


termining the rate of reactivation of ships in time of national emergency is the 
ibility of tugs to move ships from reserve fleets into the repair yards. 
In addition there are some 76 Victory-type ships, 12 C4, 42 S-4, 2 P-1, 8 


iil tankers, and 2 distilling ships included in the group of 205 ships. The 
eSSé e located in the vari reserve fleets on the east, gulf, and west coasts. 


We estimate that the repair and conversion work, including the cost of break- 


it and towing on the 205 ships, would require the expenditure of approximately 
$45 million and would provide about 4,600 man-years of employment to production 
rkers. The majority of the 205 vessels were placed in the reserve fleet imme- 
diately after World War II. In most cases no detailed condition surveys were 


ude at the time the vessels were deactivated. While we have general knowl- 
edge of the condition of these ships, until they are drydocked and surveyed, no 
precise estimates can be made of the repair cost. In arriving at the above esti- 
mate, we have utilized experience gained in withdrawing vessels from the fleet 
for use in the Korean and the foreign-aid programs. 

In general, we would contract on the basis of competitive bids with the award 
to the lowest qualified bidder. The negotiation authority would be used only 


here circumstances clearly called for such action It should be noted that the 
iestion of Maritime Administration practice in awarding repair contracts in 
some ses on the basis of “split bids” has been ed. It is contemplated that 
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the all-inclusive bids and the split-bid procedures would be used as circumstances 
warranted. Experience indicates that the use of the split-bid | s in the proper 
circumstances has resulted in a substantial reduction in cost to the Government. 
It is proposed to include a recapture p sion in the contract, similar to section 
505 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, for recapture of profits in excess of 
10 percent of the contract price 

It is recommended that the 6-month period r entering to contracts under 
the measure be made 1 yea It is betieved at this would be i he interest 

making the best use of the funds pre led in terms of tonnage repaired and 

verted, and would be better from the indpoint of the phased employn.ent 
of production workers and use of facilities foo short a period of time would 
ause congestion, might draw manpower into the yards only to sufler reduction 

1 I é ind we ad te it cre d \ 

Reports prepared by the Shipbuild Coun f America indicate that the 
average employment in ship repair vards | decreased from 78,000 in 1948 to 
about 30,000 in the first quarter of 1954 Pre witnesses who have appeared 
before your committee have indicated that present employment will decline 
furthe1 nless additional ship repair nd/o1 nversion work is immediately 
forthcoming. They have indicated that the p repair work which can be 
expected from the present active fleet w not be sufficient to maintain prese 

ployment. Experience since the end of World War II clearly shows periods 
of exceedingly high demands for American shipping followed by periods of 
semidepression for such shipping, with corresponding fluctuations in the demands 
on ship-repair yards. These peaks and \ n evel instance are directly 
attributable to world conditions. It is essential in the light of present inter- 
national tensions that we do not allow the ship-repair industry to deactivate 
its facilities and disperse its skilled manpower to the point where in the future 


t will be unable to rise to the sharply increased requirements which an emergency 
1 


uld thrust upon it. 


Mr. Upron. Ihe bil | under consideration authorizes the Se retary 
of Commerce to contr: cl foe the re pair, mode rnization, and conversion 
fleets. The contracting 
authority extends "eg a ; weriad of 6 months, and its purpose is to 
prov ide an adequate and ready reserve of vessels for national defense. 

The contract autho ity is limited to S45 million. It is conte mp! ited 
that contracts would be made with priv: ite shipbuilding or ship re- 
pair y yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf coasts. 

The contracts would be on an open bid basis in most cases: however, 
with the negotiated contract being authorized when the Secretary of 
Commerce deems such action might be necessary. 


of vessels in our nati al-de fense reserve 


We b elieve that the mode nization of me rchant ve ssel would stimu- 
late the shipbuilding and repair industries, which I know and you 
know are in a very sad state, economically speaking, and the program 
ciel be carried out by the Secretary after consultation with the 
Secretary of Defense. 

We have been further advised by the Bureau of the Budget that 
such a Pieters would be handled by an appropriation through the 
isual budget: wy processes. 

As you ki now, a substantial number of merchant-type vessels were 
conditioned for use in the Korean emergence y and in subseque nt opera- 
tions. We now have, for your snfosntation, 2,067 vessels in the re- 
serve fleets, 1,514 of which are Liberty-type ships. 

f that total, some 700 merchant vessels were repaired and reacti- 
vated since Korea, and a number of these have been returned to the 
reserve fleet. We believe that full mobilization requirements indi- 
cate the desirability of repairing vessels, either converting them to 
military auxiliaries or scheduling them for wartime conversion. 
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program, only 17 of which would be the Liberty-type vessel and 4 
of the 17 would he spe lal Navy type sh ps < and 13 wouk | be converted 
as military auxiliarie 

We have 16 large seagoing tues which we are including in that 


figure because of thei great performance in the early phas ses of mo- 


We estimate that some ZUo sh ps should he cove red in this rep air 


bilization. The others in the 205 total would include 76 Victories; 
12 C-4’s; 42 S—-4’s, 2 P-1’s; 8 small tankers, and 2 distilling ships. 
It is estimated that $45 million would cover the repair and con- 


version, of course, on the 205 ships, including the cost of breakout 
and towing. 

Most of these vessels have had no detailed condition surveys since 
they were put in the reserve fleet following World War II. Our 
estimate is based on the experience which we have had in withdraw- 
ing vessels for the Korean emergency. 

We estimate that this program provides about 4,600 man years of 
employment to production workers in the ship and repair yards. 

As mentioned before. compet tive bids to qu ilified bidders would be 
the normal contract procedure, with the negotiated contract being 
arranged only when circumstances clearly called for that kind of 
action. , 

In addition, we have made a practice of using the so-called split bid 
procedure, as being the most economical from the Government’s view- 
point. 

The arrangements would also include the normal recapture pro- 
vision fol proiits n excess of 10 percent of the contract price. 

We would like to suggest for your consideration that the contract 
pel iod might be extended from 6 months to a vear. We believe that 
extension would allow a better spread of the ake. and a more con- 
sistent use of funds, workers and vessels. 

We believe that too short a period of time might call for an increase 
h empicvment too rapidly, only to be followed by a depressed con- 
dition in the labor market. 

We have been informed, and I know your committee has, that the 
average employment in ship repair yards decreased from 78,000 in 
1948 to about 30,000 in the first quarter of 1954. We anticipate a 
further decline in this very important occupation, unless additional 
work is forthcoming. 

Our post-World War II experience has manifested extreme peaks 
and valleys in the esl for American shipping, which causes 
similar fluctuations in ship repair work. 

In our opinion it is essential, in the light of present international 
tensions, that we do not allow the shipyard industry to deactivate its 

cilities and disperse its skilled manpower to the point where in the 
future it will be unable to rise to the sharply increased requirements 
which an emergency would thrust suddenly upon it. That is our 
statement, sir, and if you have any questions, we would be happy to 
try to answer them. 

The CHatrMan. I believe Mr. Allen has a question. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Upton, do you have any figures which would give 
us a comparison of the cost of this program under emergency con- 


ditions as against an orderly repair program under conditions which 
are not emergency 
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I have particularly in mind that at the outset of the Korean out 
break there were ships in one of the Alameda yards which I under 
stand cost as much as $240,000 to break out of the laid up fleet due to 
the fact that the supervisory forces had been so dissipated that the 
supervisors were working 12 hours a day, 7 days a week, whereas, 
ata later time, they had broken in me I and trained more super 
visors and the cost dropped down. 

Do vou have any estimate as to what the emergency cost would be, 
as compared to the normal cost / ' 

Mr. Upron. Tam sure there would be a contrast, but we do not have 
that information with us, Mr. Allen, but we could furnish it for the 
record. J am certain we can uncover that kind of an analysis. 

Mr. ALLEN. |] would be very much interested seeing such a tabu 
lation placed in the record. 

The Cu LIRMAN, That can be clone, und will he done / 

Mr. Uprron. Yes, sir. 

Che CHarrman. Mr. Hart ? 

Mr. Harr. I would like to know just what experience your state 
ment 1 based upon, to the effect that the ise Ol plit bids, used iM 
the proper circumstances, has resulted in a substantial reduction in 
cost to tl e Government. 

First what are the proper circumstances, and secondly, upon what 
is the conelusion based that the S] lit-bid basis is better to the 
Government ¢ 

Mr. Uperon. We have found, sir, from our experience, that when 
the ship is on drydock, if the survey reveals a substantial percentage 
of underwater work in comparison with the topside work, we would 
suggest in that case the nonsplit bid. 

On the other hand, where there is an overpercentage ot topside 
vork, ( ompared to the work which has to be done below the watel line, 
we believe that the spl t bid results In a sav nes to the (rovernment. 

I think we have some figures which we could submit for the record 
which indicate that from our experience. 

Mr. Harr. Would you do that, please ? 

Mr. Urron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Chairman, I have some figures here, which were the figures I 
W is thinking of, which I might read into the record. 

The CnHairMan. If you will do that, please. 

Mr. Upton, We have a vessel in the port of New Y ork, where in 
April and May of 1951, we had an all-inclusive bid, which was re 
lected, of S166.000 plus, and on a split bid basis the total cost was 
$86,789, which resulted in a savings of 47.1 percent. 

The other example in which we have been involved is in regard to 
another vessel with an all-inclusive bid, which was rejected, In t 
amount of $174,800, and the split bid resulted in a cost to the Govern 
ment of $85,220, and represents a saving of 52.4 percent. 

Those are the two examples which I happened to have furnished 
to Senator Butler. 

Mr. Harr. Are those the only two definite examples you have? 

Mr. Urron. I think they are; yes, sir. We have others which we 
can furnish for the record. 

Mr. Harr. I wish you would, please. 

Mr. Urron. All right, sir. 


4{9S56—54 
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(The matter referred to is as follows :) 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 20, 1954. 
Hon. THOR C. TOLLEFSON 
icting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: During the hearings on H. R. 9509 on Wednesday, July 
14, 1954, the Maritime Administration was requested to furnish for the record 
examples of the Administration’s experience with the use of the split-bid pro- 
cedure in contracting for ship repairs 

The enclosed attachment furnishes the requested information 

For the information of the committee, I am attaching a letter to Senator John 
M. Butler, dated June 4, 1954, dealing with our experience with the use of the 
split-bid procedure in contracting for ship repairs, from which the information 
presented during the hearings was taken 

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please advise. 

Sincerely yours, 
Lovis S. RorHscHi Lp, 


Varitime Administrator. 


JUNE 4, 1954. 
Hon. JOHN M. BUTLER, 
I nited States Senate, Washington 25, D. ¢ 


Dear SENATOR BUTLER As requested at the hearing on the reserve fleet repair 


A 
program, held by your subcommittee Wednesday afternoon, May 26, 1954, the 
following information is submitted on the actual experience of the Maritime 


Administration as a result of using split-bids 


as Well as all-inelusive bids in 
connection with two ships involved in the reactivation program of 1950-51. 


ALL-INCLUSIVE BID 


S} ort Dat Rejected 

I : low bid 
James Bennet Moore New York A pril-May 1951 $164, 066 
Ha Dosset lo do 174, 859 

PI Il) 
10CK W N N Total co tds 

percent 
$ j ) ( 425 (the Er Cory $6. TRO 47.1 
1 i ( N SAS SOL < pR ( 83, 220 2.4 

? 


At the time of these reactivations, all of the companies indicated above were 
holders of maritime master lump sui repair contracts and were considered 
competent and responsible contractors in their respective fields. 

The Maritime Administration uses both the all-inclusive and the split-bid 
procedures as the circumstances warrant. Jobs where voyage repairs involve 
major underwater work with mino1 items are usually handled under a 
single all-inclusive specification with invitations to bid limited to repair con- 
tractors having dry facilities 

Where drydocking is not involved, all repair contractors in the area qualified 
to do the work are invited to bid. However, when a major reactivation is con- 
templated or when topside repairs constitute the major portion of the work 
required, invitations are out on a split specification basis with drydocking 
and underwater work negotiated and the topside work done on a bid basis. As 

seen from the above tabulation, our actual experience indicates the use 
of the split-bid basis has resulted in a substantial reduction in cost to the 
Government 
I trust that the above information will be satisfactory to your subcommittee. 
Sincerely yours, 
Louris S. RoTHSCHILD, 
Varitime Administrator. 
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Mr. Harr. Is the lesser cost in each of those cases due directly and 
solely to the fact that the sh ps were repaired under the split bid 


Mr. Upron. We feel so. 
Mr. Harr. Or, was it due to some other fact not mentioned here / 
Mr. Upron. We fee hn this case that 1t was the split bid arrange 


nent which resulted in the savings. 

Mr. Harr. How does that operate in the actual performance of the 
ork # 

|- e ship put in 1 yard for 1] kind of work, and taken out of that 


vard to anothei vara for the other branch of the work 
Mr. Urpron. That correct, sir, 
Mr. Harr. And, that is more economical than permitting the ship 
to renmia I) 
Mr. Urron. Apparent] was in these cases, ves, sir: but we will 
othe! Kample fo. the record. ; 
Mr. Har How il t be explained logi lly ¢ 
Upron. Mii \I \I lin is the new chief of om ship repair and 


truction division, a erhaps he ould @1y i more technical 
‘xplar wlon. I cannot, s re 

Mr. McMunuin. Mr. Hart, in this respect, the overhead of a yard 

aving drydock facilities isually much higher than that of a so 


called repair yard without lrydock facilities. 

Qn that basis, these two « xamples which were presented, without 
ny other outside circumstances, everyone holding a Maritime Ad 
mill tratiol miaster-re ur contract Wa oliven the opportunity ot 


bidd Yr Ol these ship 

One was sent out on an all-inclusive basis, which meant that only 
those yards having arya ks could repa r the ship due to the under 
water work which wa volved. 


On the split bid basis, when they were sent out with the underwater 

, 1 ! 
the specifications were sent out in that case, which permitted the yards 
thout drydock facilities to subtract, for example, the underwater 


work, or else just let the shipyards bid on the underwater work. 


work and topside work, if we can classify it in those two categories, 


For example, in the case of these 2 ships which Mr. Upton has just 
mentioned, the New York S|} Ip B ilding Corp. b al on the split bid 
yasis the sum of 314.55 just Tor the underwatel work. 

So, it was on that basis that the awards are prepared, when it is 
done o n split-bid ba 

Mr. Harr. Would that be so if there were a large number of ships 


being repaired in one yard at one time, in order to reduce the over- 


Mir. Me MULLIN. Naturally, overhead is affected by the volume of 


work, sir. It isa thing which can only be determined at any particu 
lar moment. 

Mr. Harr. Thank yor 

Phe CHATRMAN, Are there any other questions of the witness / 

Mi Nit MMA. | would | ce TO isk one Guestion. 

Does this include any experime ntal work on these Liberty ships, or 
is that some of the things which you do not want to discuss ? 

Mr. Urron. No, sir; this would not include the request we have now 


to! ippropr arions fol ( l Liberty COnVerSION, 


<a 
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Mr. Momma. Where will you get that money / 

Mr. Urron. We are hoping that this will be a part of our overall 
S82 million request for funds this year, and that is a part of that 
overall appropriation. 

Mr. Momma. We only have 2 weeks to vo, and that is a short time 
in which to have the requested appropriation cleared. 

The CHAIRMAN. The Subcommittee oO} Appropriations has ap 
prove | the funds for those four conversions. Mr. Mumma. 

Mr Mr MMA. Has that been a bill authorized by us as vet / 

The CHAIRMAN. That isa supplemental request, and it Is currently 
‘fore the full Approp! lations Committee, or w il] be on riday. 

Mr. Mumma. I was particularly interested in that program. 

Mr. Urron. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any othe questions ¢ 

Mr. Dirs. Mr. Chairman, there is just one thing whieh I would like 
o clear up, if no one else has a question at this time. 

The CHatrmMan. You may proceed. 

Mr. Dres. How many man-hours of work did you say this $45 mil 
lion will furnish ¢ 

Mr. Upron. About 4.600 man-vears. 

Mr. Dies. 4,600 man-years? | 

Mr. Upron. Yes, sir 

Mr. Dies. That does not mean, then, what it sounds like; does it? 

The CuatrmMan. It means that it will furnish 4.600 men with a vear’s 
work each. 


Mr. Urron. That is correct: that is exactly what is means. 

Mr. Ropneson. You mean it will furnish 4,600 men with fifty 40-hour 
weeks of employ ment per man é 

Mr. Upron. Yes, sir: that is correct. 

Mr. Dies. What effect would that have upon the shipyards? Would 
that be sufficient to keep a skeleton force going? 

It seems like that is a mighty small proportion from the standpoint 
of trying to reactivate the shipyards. 

Mr. Urron. We believe, Mr. Dies, that we are combining the ship 
yards and the ship-repair industry in this, and we believe that any 
assistance which can be given to them would represent the maintenance 
of Pa | nucleus and, perhaps, more, 

Mr. Dies. It would have a stimulating effect ? 

Mr. Upron. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dres. It is assumed that these contracts will be given to private 
business / 

Mr. Urron. Yes, sir: we hope so. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Bonner, do you have a question at this time / 

Mr. Bonner. What studies and examinations have been made to 
determine just what you are going to do to the ships ? 

Mr. Upron. To be frank with you, Mr. Bonner, these ships have 
not been surveved since they were laid up. In most cases they have 
not been surveyed since they were taken into the fleets, after World 
War ITI. 

We are only determining the work which has to be done on the 
basis of the work which we found had been done on the 700 which we 
took out of the reserve fleets for Korea. 

We are applying that kind of an estimate on the condition of these. 
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Mr. Bonner. Do you mean that this program is just an overhauling 
program of the reserve fleet? Is it just to overhaul the vessels and just 
to take them out and drydock them, and paint and scrape them, or 
anything else? 

Mr. Upron. Yes, sit 

Mr. Bonner. This is not for modification, then 4 

Mr. Upton. No, sir. 

Mr. Bonn} r. What has become of the system through which we laid 
these ships up in mothballs, and so forth? What has become of that 
system which kept the barnacles off the ships, and so forth? What 
has become of all that? 

We spent a lot of money on that program. 

Mr. Upron. These ships are not in bad condition because we know 
the condition from the water line up, but we cannot tell just what 
bottom damage might be existing. 

We have a fair knowledge as to what we might expect, but these 
ships have never been hauled out. 

Mr. Bonner. Some of them have been hauled out, because you have 
had some of them out and have put them back in the reserve fleet. 

All of these 205 which you speak of here have been lying in reserve 
continuously ¢ 

Mr. Upron. Yes, sir; that is correct They are not included in the 
ones we broke out for use during the Korean emergency. 

Mr. Bonner. This program has been discussed before and men- 
tioned to the committee in regard to the remodification of these ves- 
sels in order to bring them up in a higher class in speed, and so forth, 
and I had hoped that that was what this was, but this is just a kind 
of a program to haul them out, scrape and paint them, and put them 
back in reserve. 


Mr. Upron. Except to this degree, Mr. Congressman : 
We are voll ig to work on some spec rr al ships for the N 4 avy. 
Mr. Bonner. I see that you have about 13 ships here se heduled for 


conversion as seilotae' auxiliaries, and then you go on to say, “I am 
unable to discuss this requirement, since the project is highly classi- 
fied.” 

I cannot see why it is so highly classified if you are just going to 
take these reserve ships out, and fix them up and clean them up and 
put them back in there. 

I was hoping that we would find you were going to do something to 
these ships to make them more modern. 

Mr. Urron. I think, Mr. Bonner, that if we can come through with 
our Liberty program, which is more of a laboratory test, and as we 
view the findings, that we will be able to determine from those tests 
what might bea means of deciding how we could speed up and modern- 
ize the fleet. 

Mr. Bonner. This has been discussed, and mentioned for the past 
5 or 6 months, and has the Commission called in naval engineering 
architects to take some of the models of these vessels, and see if they 
can be changed in order to increase their speed, and to put in new 
machinery to further advance the value of the vessel ? 

Mr. Urron. We have worked in close cooperation with the Navy in 
connection with our own vessels in their fleet, and those which have 
early mobilization plans call for conversion to auxiliaries, but we have 
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our own technicians who have been working on our Liberty test plans, 
if we are able to get the funds. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, I am disappointed in what I have heard here 
this morning, and I frankly tell you that. 1, of course, want to keep 
people working and want to see further employment in the shipyards, 
but when we do this, I would like to see some results come from it. 

I think this would be a program where you would haul out a num- 
ber of ships, clean them off, and put them back, and it was thought, 
when we stored the ships, that we were taking care of that at that time. 

If that is all this is, I am disappointed. 

Mr. Urron. Yes. 

The Cuairman. Are there any other questions of the witness ? 

Mr. Bonner. I hope something will be brought up here where we can 
show some result which we are going to obtain from this program other 
than taking a boat out and drydoc king it, painting it and scraping it, 
and then putting it right back in the reserve drydock again. lam just 
disappointed in the Commission’s approach. 

Mr. Upron. I am reminded, sir, that perhaps I did not make it clear 
that these vessels under consideration now are those designed for use 
by the Navy in the earliest mobilization phases of the next emergency. 
So, it would not quite be a question of simply taking them out and 
putting them back with no purpose at all. 

Mr. Bonner. I do not see why it is so classified. If that is the case, 
then, why is not the committee upstairs—the Armed Services Com- 
mittee—working upon it? 

You say you are doing this for the Navy. 

Mr. Urron. Well, it is classified only to the degree that I think the 
early war plans of the armed services are classified. 

Mr. Bonner. There is not much classified in regard to these vessels. 
Everyone knows what they are. They were thrown together quickly 
with all sorts of machinery and types of machinery put in them, and 
we understand what they are, and I thought you were going to have a 
program here to modify these vessels. 

Mr. Urron. The 13 which are destined to be the military auxiliary, 
and others, are just being put in shape, and surveyed, so we will know 
what is there. 

Mr. Bonner. It just looks like it is a hurried plan to give employ 
ment to shipyards and to people working in them, which I am in favor 
of, but from which we will receive little in return. That is all I get 
out of this plan. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Upton, in regard to this classification business, is 
the construction work classified, or is it the use to which the ships 
might be put which is classified ¢ 

Mr. Urron. It is the use to which the ships would be put which 
is classified. 

Mr. Auten. You mentioned 42 S-4 ships. What kind of ships are 
those ? 

Mr. Upron. I believe those are a form of transport, Mr. Allen—a 
2-stacker type of transport, about 426 feet long, with a 58-foot beam, 
a 37-foot depth, and a speed of 37.5 knots. 

Mr. Auten. That is a kind of transport? 

Mr. Urron. They are Navy auxiliaries. They were built for the 
Navy during the war for use as an attack cargo, and attack transport. 
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Mr. Auuen. On the other ships, the Victorys and C-4’s, they are 
and 17-knot ships ¢ 
Mr. Upron. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Anien. The only slow ships which you are dealing with are 
e Libertys which are the ones w hy ch were reconverted ¢ 
Mr. Upron. Yes, sir: that is correct. 
Mr. Dies. Mr. Bonner, 1 was very much impressed with what you 
said. W oul lvouck assify this asort of LW PA pro) ject ? 
Mr. Bonner. I think that is exactly what it is, and I am dissap- 
pointed. 
[ hate to say it, but in talking with my friend here, Mr. Hart, I 
uc hoped that if we are voing to put these vessels up and it was 


+} 


stated here by Admiral Leggett. or someone, that it was possib le to 
retype certain parts of these vessels, and put better machinery in 
them. and build them up toa higher type of reserve vessel in the 
Heet, al ra thereby | 


mnprove the reserve fleet. 


f am disappointed thoroughly disappointed since a moderniza- 
tion program was what [ had in mind. 

1 think that all this time while this has been going on that studies 
could have heen made by models of these vessels as to how to improve 
them, and IT just frankly tell you I thought that that was what you 
here to tell us this morning. 

Mr. Upron. We feel that anything we can do now to drydock these 
ships which have not ever been drydocked and determine the ex 
tent of the underwater damage, is a very fine thing. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you mean they have been sitting there all this 
time and you have not examined the underwater portion of these 


/ 


ere Commng 


Ships 

Mr. Upron. No, si 

Mr. BONNER. ] thought you hi id a system of some kind of electric 
preservation around them, and that you went in and looked at them, 
and you have a group of people there taking care of them—custodi- 
ans, and so forth—and then I thought their interior was treated, 
and sealed. 

That information was given to this committee some time ago, and 
further, that the ships would be broken out in 2ood preservation. 

Mr. Uprron. Well, we have that anticorrosion process, but we have 
never been able to pull the ships out and take a look at them in dry- 
dock. 

Mr. Bonner. Have you not experimented with any one of them, to 
see what was going on / 

Mr. Upron. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you not think it should have been done? 

Mr. Upron. I am satisfied it was done. Suppose I check it, sir, 
and furnish that information for the record. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Upton, when these ships were put into the lay- 
up fleet after World War II, were they put in condition then ? 

Mr. Upron. They were not. 

Mr. Bonner. Some of the ships were. Were not some of these ships 
repaired / 

Mr. Urron. Not the 205 which we are talking about here. 

The 205 we are talking about here 

Mr. Bonner. How long would it take the Commission to make some 
studies to see what could be done to improve the ships, as long as you 
are going to pull them out to do something to them ? 
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Mr. Urron. I do not quite understand the word “improve.” 

Mr. Bonner. Sir? 

Mr. Upron. I do not understand the word “improve.” 

Mr. Bonner. Well, it has been testified before this committee, and 
that is the reason for the tanker bill—that is the reason for 60 ships a 
year of construction in order to get more modern ships with more speed, 
and so forth, due to the advanced speed of submarines, and so on, and 
in other things. 

Are you going to repair and fix up a whole bunch of vessels which 
have the same old speed, and stock them back in there? Is that all you 
propose to do in this program / 

Mr. Uprron. Except with respect to the military auxiliaries. We 
are going to determine the extent of the damage, repair the dam 
age, and put them back in the reserve fleet ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. That is all. 

Phe CrarmMan. So far as the ships which are envisioned to be re 
paired under this bill are concerned, they were not in condition when 
they were placed in the laid-up fleet? They were not put in condition, 
nor repaired, at the time they were placed in the laid-up fleet ¢ 

Mr. Upron. No, sir; they were not. 

The CHAIRMAN. So. that in the event of an emergency and there was 

need for these ships, they would have to be taken out and repaired 
and put in condition 4 

Mr. Upron. That is correct. 

Che Cuarrman. And, that would take time ? 

Mr. Uprron. Yes, sir; that would take time, and would be very 
costly. 

The CuarrmMan. So, in addition to supplying some work to the ship 
yards which need the work badly to keep Yong, this is, in a sense, a 
defense measure to make the ships ready in the event of an emerg 
ency ¢ 

Mr. Upron. We believe that is correct, sir, and we believe that the 
more you can do prior to the emergency, the better off the Nation ] 
when the emergency hits, 
done now rather than during an emergency would be less costly ? 

Mr. Upron. That is correct. 

Mr. Mi MMA, Mr. Upton, what is the average speed of the vast 
majority of the ships which you are going to break out ¢ 

Is that speed 16.5 knots? 

Mr. Urron. I would Say about 16.5 knots. 

Mr. Mumma. And, there would be nothing in this program to build 


The CuarrmMan. I think you emphasized the point that any work 


that up to around the Mariner’s class, or anything clone along that 
line / 

Mr. | PTON. No, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. However, they are primarily the fastest ships which 
you have in the stored up fleet ? 

Mr. Urron. Yes, sir; they are the fastest, except for the Mariners. 

Mr. Mumma. In other words, you are going to work on the ones 
which are the most valuable to us in case of an immediate emer 
vency / 

Mr. Upron. Yes, sir: the ones which mobilization plans indicate 
will be pulled up first within the first 90 days. 

Mr. Mumma. Is this big Americus included in this program ¢ 


49856—54 } 
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Mr. Urron. I do not know, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. It istied up in the Hudson River. 

Mr. Upton, do you know anything about that / 

Mr. Upron. No. sir: but we couk d find out about that for you. 

Mr. Mumma. | thought you were familiar with it. It is my under- 
standing that it is tied up because it was uneconomical to operate. 

It is a big ship, which is tied up in the Hudson River. 

Mr. Urron. I understand she was surveyed before we put her in 
and she would not be included in this group. 

Mr. Mumma. It seems that if we should need troop transport that 
there is a terrifically large vessel which we could use in time of war. 
In time of war we are not so particular as to whether it is economical 
or not, 

Mr. Urron. Well, apparently, she is as set to go as she can be while 
in reserve. 

The CHarrman. Are there any other questions / 

Mr. Bonner. The reason I asked the gentleman the questions which 
I have asked him is because of a statement which he made. I want 
to refer to your page 2, in the third paragraph, and ask you the defini- 
tion of mode rnizing which vou have in the statement. 

It is on the 11th line, and I am concerned about the word “modern- 
izing” on the second page. I would like to ask you to tell me the 
definition of that word. 

Mr. Upron. oe Bonner, my ei is that we would be 
modernizing the ships which the Navy has asked us to convert into 
better vessels for them, and to whatever extent the repairing of 
damaged ship would be considered modernizing as a result of our 
work. 

Mr. Bonner. You would not modernize them. By your own testi- 
mony you say you are going to haul them out into drydock, scrape 
them and paint them and clean them up, and put them back in reserve. 
There is no modernization in that. That is just everyday work which 
isdoneona vessel, 

Mr. Urron. I do not know that those were my words, but I think 
modernizing is probably limited to the modernizing of vessels. 

Mr. Bonner. Was that word put in here to make someone think 
you were going to do something else besides overhaul these vessels ? 

Mr. Upton. No sir, because the modernization comes with respect 
to the 13 vessels which we are modernizing for the Navy. 

Mr. Bonner. You say that is strictly confidential ? 

Mr. Upron. Well, it is ap parently the wording of the bill, Mr. 
Bonner, also. I was just reminded that the word “modernization” 
is in the bill. 

Mr. Bonner. What does that mean in the bill ? 

Mr. Upron. I should think it refers primarily to the vessels which 
we are modernizing for the Navy. 

Mr. Bonner. I am in favor of some type of program to improve 
these ships, and to improve as many as we can, but I am not in favor, 
as Mr. Dies over there has dedicated the name to the bill, of a WPA 
proposition here. I would not be in favor of that at all. 

Mr. Upron. Well, we feel, sir, that in our opinion it would be 
better to do the work which we know will have to be done in advance 
rather than waiting until the emergency breaks. 
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That was the primary concern. 

Mr. Bonner. With all the ability that we have in this country, ship 
engineering, and the facilities which we have which we are trying to 
maintain, | know that they can improve these ships, because these 
ships were all emergency built, and they all contain what is known 
as bastard parts in them. 

So long as you are going to drydock them and pull them out, you 
may hen st as well do the best you can by them and not just make a 
WPA job out of them, as Mr. Dies says. 

The Cuatrman. I would like to remind the gentleman that that 
would involve greater appropriations than we have scheduled. 

Mr. Bonner. In that, 1 am in favor of the larger appropriations. 
If it is worthwhile, I want to see it done, and I think it 1s worthwhile. 

The Cuairman. I would agree with you on that, but as you know, 
the attitude of the Appropriations Committee, 1 do not know whether 
it would get through. 

Incidentally, I am informed that they have kicked out the money 
which would be needed to make allowances on this trade in tanker deal. 

Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, I feel like we have performed our 
responsibility if we show the country that here we have this stack of 
vessels over here which are obsolete, and yet they have hulls on them 
which can be modernized and better machinery can be placed in them. 
I think we have disch: irged our responsibility. We re porte xd out a bill 
for that pur pose, and showed the country that we realize the situation, 
and let the Commission know that we want them to bring in engineers 
who can study these ships, and bring these ships up to a higher class. 
We can do that just as easily as we can report this bill. 

Mr. Dies. Mr. Bonner, what you are saying, in effect, I assume, is 
that you feel we should get something for our money ? 

Mr. Bonner. I thorous ahly ‘agree with your statement. 

Mr. Dies. We have got to have the proper vessels, and we had a st 
us well make up our mind and spend the money to get thein. if it is 
a matter of national defense. 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, sir, and both purposes will be accomplished. We 
will be able to have the modernized ships and at the same time get 
work to the shipyards, and have something returned to the 
government. 

Mr. Dies. I used to live down where they stored a lot of these ships 
and they looked as if they were very poorly built. Everything was 
thrown together during that period, and I am just wondering what 
value it would be to our defense to take these old ships out and paint 
them up and fool with them, and put them back into the reserve fleet. 

I wonder whether we are really accomplishing anything. 

Mr. Bonner. I do not know. They served a great purpose during 
the war, and many of these ships are well worth making a study of. 

Mr. Dies. But, it takes someone who knows something about them 
to say what can be done with them. 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, sir; and we have the talent. 

Many of these existing shipyards could make a program as to what 
can be done. I believe it should be explored. 

Mr. Dies. I think you have something there. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, I think the discussion indicates, and I 
am inclined to think, that the gentlemen are talking about a program 
which is another program other than the one contemplated here. 








If Vo lool it Tt! e cla sineatiol oft hips, 1? there. none of the ships 
! vou are talk ng about the ol sh ps are going to be modern 


ue sted that the C—4 should be cha wed: no 
one has suceested that the Vir tories be ehnal ced, They were vood, fast 


ps for wartime use, and they are just as food how, should another 


Phe tugs which will be picked up and put in condition are as good 


tugs as you we uld build if you built them new. There are 17 Liberties, 
nd you pre bably would not build them again, but otherwise, these 

Ips are good ships, and usable for our purposes, as any new ships 
oht be built. 


( rrving ita little hit further. | th ? kk vou are under a Misappre 


which mi 


hension as to what happei ed to these ships when they were taken out 
of service after the wat 

After the war thev were anchored at these various place ,and the 
damage to the bottoms was never known. If some 90-day wonder, of 
wl om | was one, hap] e! ed to run them onto a rock, we kept on going. 
We did not bother to see whether the rock was hurt, or whether the 


Ship WAS hurt. 


‘| ne people who took those =] Ips lene Ww nothing about them when 
cney put them in reserve Unless t] ey are { | en out and dirvdocked, 
they st 1] would not know nl vt! ne about them. 

All of this work which they are contemplating doing is work which 
will he done to put these sh ps in yust a useful condition is the new 
ship would be It is not true of the Liberties, of which I beheve Vou 
ire talking. and there are some 15 more Liberties that wil] not be 
touched by this program 

This program is not for the modernization of ships which are not 
nodern, This isa program to put them in workable condition, and 
na condition where they can start out without repairing the ships. 

Mr. Bonner. That is what the bill says—to provide an immediate 
program Tor moder} iio and mprovement., 
~ The Cyarrman. I think the testimony indicates what the modern 


| 


ization involved, and that language was necessary In the bill to take 
ire of that. but we are talking about a matter now which could be 
ore properly discussed In executive session. 

Mr. Bonner. I was just trying to get a little information as to 
whether or not there had been any studies made as to how they could 
be improved, and he says there has not been. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Upton, did Tsay the truth / 

Mr. Upron. Yes. sir. we neree with that. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, there was not any question on my part that you 
were saying anything but the truth. 

Mr. Atten. We will ; 

The CrHarMan. Let us go on with our testimony. Are there any 

f Mr. Upton? If not, we thank you very much, 


take if up in exes utive session 


further questions Of 
Mr. Upton. 
Mr. Upron. Thank vou very much. 
Che Cuamman. And will you present for the record those matters 
hich vou indicated to us you could supply 


Mr. Upron. Yes, sir. 


/ 
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STATEMENT OF L. R. SANFORD, PRESIDENT, SHIPBUILDERS 
COUNCIL OF AMERICA 


The CHamman. Now we have Mr. Sanford, pres dent of the Ship 
builders Coun il of \merica as our next Vithess. 
Mr. Sanford, if you will, identify yourself and proceed with yout 
tat 
Mir. Sanrorp. Mr. ¢ harman, my name is L. R. Sanford I am pres 
lent of the Shipbuilders C oul il of America, a trade association « f 


ement. 








the sh pbuild ng and ship-repairing hnaustry. 

I") trtement which T am presenting to vou at this time I have 
already submitted to the ounsel for t e committee. ln many respects 
parall ls the statement which I made before Senator Butler SUL 

’ 4 } } 
con iittee in the Set ite, and unless vou request that it be read I would 
merely hke to place it in the record and make some comments on it, 
whieh T think are pert ent at th time with re pect to several parts 
oy 3 fT may do so. 

Thre ( HAIRMAN. VI iT may be done. and we appre late 1. 

Mr. Sanrorp. It ll conserve some time, I think 

The CHairnMan. Ye 

| tele Ibi iit ed by Mi sani dl Sa follow ) 
I - orp, | HIPBUILD ( CIL ¢ AMERICA 
I R. S ! ! I a ( | } lers ( | f 
\ le f the sl ng and ship-repairing industry 
| ( cil ian le st of i} ship-repa ng vards 
ry and some of the smaller yards as wel ut it does not include the 
S] ¢ shops, specia ig in marine repairs, which do not have waterfront 
I 

When I last appeared before this committee on June 30, in connection with 
H. R. 9253, a b to provide for the constr ( f GO ships per year, I dis« issed 
f the sl ding branch of ry and the vital necessity 

} ding orders now Lo I uss the status of the ship 
repairing b tl fustry ad the ity of additional ship-repair 
W k now 

I issed the tatus of both branche of the industry before the Subeor 
mittee « Water Transportation of the Senate Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce on May 19, 1954, and part of my remarks today will parallel 

e I made at that time with respect to the ship-repairing branch of the dus 

On the basis that hearing, S. 3546, the Senate counter rt of H. R. 9509 
W ntroduced by Senator Butler 

‘I airing branch of the industry is somewhat different from the 
ship ‘ranch Ship repairing « of many jobs, some small and 
sé la contrasted with a limited number of shipbuilding contracts 
When there are no shipbuilding contracts, the shipbuilding yard is at a stand 
still. There are always some ship-repair contracts, even though they may be 
small and few and far between. However, when the total volume of ship repairs 
in a given ship-repair vard falls below what is sometimes referred to as the 





break-even point, that yard operates at a loss, a condition in which it cannot 
continue indefinitely as a going concern 


The large ship-repair yard with its many and varied facilities, including dry 





docks, is equally as important as the shipbuilding yard in the mobilization 
potential of the industry In time of national emergency it has the vital fune 


tion of converting merchant ships for military use and of maintaining both 
merc! 


lant and naval vessels in operative condition, as well as repairing combat 
damage to both types 

Thus it is evident that the maintenance of ship-repairing vards at a reason 
able level of operation is vital to the national security. Such yards inevitably 
will be called upon immediately to undertake a huge volume of work in the event 
of a national emergency. To the extent that the immediate impact of such 
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work can be anticipated, those yards will be in a better position to handle 
expeditiously the work that will be assigned to them when the national emer- 
gency does materialize 

A bill to authorize ship repair and conversion work, by withdrawing from 
the several reserve fleets some of the vessels now laid up (exclusive of Libertys 
and other marginal types) which the Department of Defense will require if 
a national emergency arises within the next 10 years, particularly those need- 
ing major repairs, in order to undertake necessary repairs or conversions on such 
vessels, fits right in with the need for appropriate anticipation of the impact 
of the workload inevitable at such a time. At the same time, it would assist 
in the maintenance of the ship-repair yards under present conditions and would 
permit the necessary work to be accomplished now, when it can be performed 
more expeditiously and economically. 

Such a program, if authorized and the necessary funds made available, would 
produce substantial work for the ship-repair yards. Many of the ship-repair 
yards presently are operating at far below the level required for the main- 
tenance of an adequate mobilization potential, and a program of repair and 
conversion work on laid-up ships progressively spread over a period of a year or 
more would not only keep such yards operating at a more nearly adequate 
level, but would enable the retention by them of substantial working forces 
of skilled ship-repair craftsmen, as a necessary nucleus. 

A word of warning is necessary in this connection. If the so-called split-bid 
rrocedure is employed extensively in this program, as it has been in past 
eactivation and deactivation programs, the program will fail to fully achieve 
ts primary objective of maintaining the major integrated ship-repair yards on 
a sound mobilization basis. A policy under which a bid for dry-docking and 
underwater work is solicited under one specification and a bid for topside work 
under another specification on the same vessel is not basically sound nor in the 
public interest. The entire work should be consolidated in a single specifica 
tion and the work should be awarded to a bidder who can show that he is 
qualified to perform all the work covered by the specifications. The major 
repair yards having drydocking facilities are the backbone of the ship-repair 
industry and are the very yards, the facilities of which, including drydocks, 
are indispensable to the mobilization potential in time of national emergency. 
Split bids permit shore shops, i. e. plants without drydocks and often without 
shoreside facilities, to bid on the topside work with the competitive advantage 
of lower overhead costs than those of the major ship-repair yards which are the 
only ones who can bid on the drydocking and underwater work, but which can 
not subsist on that work alone. These yards have a heavy capital investment in 
drydock facilities as a necessary adjunct to a complete ship-repair yard. They 
should not be penalized because of such facilities, but rather should be en- 
couraged to maintain the most complete facilities which thus become a part 
of the mobilization potential of the industry. 

This reference to the shore shops is in no way intended to be derogatory to 
the permanent shops of this character. There is much repair work on which 
they are eligible to bid, which does not involve drydocking and underwater 
work for which they do not have the necessary facilities. Hence they should 
not expect to bid on repair work which does include the use of drydocks. Such 
work should be restricted to those yards having such facilities, or in a position 
to secure their use. 

During the hearing on this subject before the Senate subcommittee, the 
Maritime Administrator, taking note of the opposition voiced at the hearing 
by the major ship-repair yards to the split-bid procedure, advised that the Mari- 
ime Administration is convinced that such 4 practice (the split-bid procedure) 
is in the best public interest and results in having the work done at the lowest 
cost to the Government. He served notice that, unless otherwise directed by 
the Congress, it would be proposed, in general, to follow this practice in repair- 
ing ships pursuant to any authorization which the Congress may grant. 

It may be that the split-bid procedure in some cases results in having the work 
done at lower cost to the Government, although in the overall picture based 
on a searching analysis of all the factors involved in such a procedure, even 
that may be a moot question Most of the private ship-operating companies 
eustomarily put their repairs in hand on a single specification awarded to a 
single ship repair yard and topside work normally follows the drydocking. 
Such companies are not inclined to spend more for repairs than necessary. 
Hence they must feel that the single bid is to their advantage, in the long run, 
financially and otherwise 
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However, without attempting to resolve the question of lowest cost, it does 
not at all follow that the split-bid procedure is in the best public interest, and 
this would be particularly so in connection with the work proposed to be accom 
plished under H. R. 9509. The primary objective of this bill is to provide some 
additional repair work for the integrated ship-repair yards which form the 
backbone of the ship-repairing industry, the mobilization potential of which is 
vital to the national security for major repair and conversion work at M-day and 
thereafter. This work is intended to supplement the present low volume of work 
in such yards in order that their facilities and their skilled manpower may con 
tinue to be available as and when needed. The ultimate value of some possible 
minor savings to the Government may prove to be a high price to pay for the 
loss of vital and comprehensive facilities and skilled manpower essential to the 
mobilization potential, which may result from adherence to the split-bid proce 
dure 

An amendment to S. 38546 was proposed by Senator Long at the instance of 
an organization of marine shore shops in the city of New Orleans, which amend 
ment was adopted by the Senate in modified form as follows: “And (4) in enter 
ing into such contracts the Secretary of Commerce shall not alter the present 
Maritime Administration policy of inviting split bids for drydocks and nondrydock 
work.” 

The Maritime Administrator has already advised that the Maritime Adminis 
tration proposed, in general, to follow this practice (split bids) in repairing 
ships pursuant to any authorization which the Congress may grant Now, ac 
cording to S. 3546, as it passed the Senate, a discretionary administrative decision 
is confirmed by the Congress. There is no apparent justification for such action 
by the Congress, particularly when the objective of the legislation is borne in 
mind. I trust that this committee will give this matter its earnest consideration 

Such a repair program as has been suggested also would accomplish several 
other very desirable objectives—all in the national interest. 

It would require a survey of existing ships in the several reserve fleets to sup 
plement prior surveys already made or at least a realistic reconsideration of such 
prior surveys. As a result, it should be possible to determine with accuracy 
which ships, other than Libertys and other marginal or overage and obsolete 
vessels, will be required for quick reactivation in the event of a national emer 
gency, said ships to then become the subject of a progressive repair and recondi 
tioning program. To the extent that such a program can be completed and the 
ships returned to the reserve fleets in practically standby condition before the 
national emergency arises, this country will be that much better prepared for 
immediate mobilization when it does arise, and the inevitably heavy workload 
and congestion which otherwise would be. the case at that time in order to put 
these ships in operating condition will be somewhat eased. Thus the ship-repair 
yards will be available for the other necessary work that will be then inevitable, 
both naval and merchant, for this country and our allies, whoever they may be 

Reference is made in this connection, as pertinent and a matter of interest, to 
a statement made by Senator Magnuson in 1949 at a hearing before the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations in connection with a Supplemental Appropriation 
bill for 1950 which involved an appropriation of $25 million for ship repair. The 
situation with respect to the ship-repairing yards was much the same then as it 
is now Even then, it was stated that the program of repairing laid-up ships was 
long overdue 

At that time, there had been established a priority classification of 489 military 
auxiliary vessels located in the then Maritime Commission’s reserve fleets, of 
which it was proposed to repair 134 in fiscal 1950 

Since that time, as a result of the Korean war, many Victory and other types 
of relatively modern ships were reactivated and necessarily repaired in the 
process. Upon their subsequent deactivation, they were returned to the reserve 
fleets, presumably in reasonably good operating condition 

In this connection the Maritime Administrator has testified that, as a result 
of a review by representatives of the Maritime Administration and of the De 
partment of the Navy of the mobilization requirements for vessels in the national 
defense reserve which are either presently converted to naval auxiliaries or are 
scheduled for wartime conversion to naval auxiliaries and which will be urgently 
required in the early stages of a future grave national emergency, there presently 
are a total of 399 vessels in this category of which 194 merchant-type ships were 
repaired and operated within recent years, leaving a balance of 205 ships still 
eligible for repair under H. R. 9509. Of these 205 ships, 92 are presently located 
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n the erve fleets on the east coast, 32 on the guif coast, and 81 on the west 
The Maritime Administrator proposed, in general, that the major work on 
these esse be done on the bas of competitive bids with awards to the lowest 
ed bidder, but suggested that, if the Congress desires to assure that all 
l re yards in major competitive areas are to have equal opportunity 
thout regard to location, any reserve fleet repair program authorized 
direct that the program be accomplished on this basis 
] desired to point out he that ®. 3546, as it passed the Senate, provides that 
any ch contract sha ncelude any towage and insurance costs involved 
mposes a great ndicap on all bidders located at some distance 
eserve fleet n I il OSSE is located, even though in the same com 
ea, and mal rr that on hose bidders located immediately 
t el leet site wi ln ble to obtain awards on the 
{ ( ( i en result in substantially less com 
It certainly w not dist ite the work or provide an equal opportunity 
eg d to ition some consideration hould be given us to 
uch a procedure i together consistent with e primary objective of 
| ‘ f S. 3546 g Kluced 
cle » state before sing that the ship 1 ring vards would be 
ewhat rse ¢ I I hal nev nov are had not the Navy, it the 
e of industi inaugurated policy of gradually decreasing the repair 
L« seq { the employment, in the nav: \ipyards by the alloca 
‘ re e] ate ship repair vards Employment in 
| Is post I een proportionately much greater as compared 
ivate sl ‘ ds than it was pre i! This present policy 
i hinite rel ! ea Lol east of the prewar re ationship of 
I I nthe na i I ra ha the rivate ship repair Vards 
M ( ma I believe that I have covered the status of the ship repairing 
ndust1 ‘ t re ‘ to H. R. 9509 it far as I have been able to 
‘ ted time available to me for the preparation of this statement I thank 
t 2) 1M I | T 
Mr. Sa Db. «J ( to the testime ove o far with a 
il ! ( 
1¢ of split bi of course, 1s becoming a most contro 
( Iam a little disturbed by the amendment that was placed 
Senate version of t bill at the instance of Senator Long. 
It would seem to me that in view of the fact that the Maritime 
\dministrator has already advised that the Administration proposes, 


general, to follow the split bid practice where it was applicable, 
ind I think Mr. Upton confirmed that this morning, that any instrue 


ons from the Co oress to the Secret iy of Commerce that that pro 
edure be followed as at present 1s completely unnecessary. I would 
h prefer to see the Maritime Administrator left completely free 
xel e his diseretio1 isto the procedure to be followed in awarding 

l Ort 


In the o1 Oo al Senate version of the bill, and I believe in the present 
ompanion House bill, there is a provision that gives the Secretary of 
Commerce the authority to negotiate when, in his judgment, he believes 
that 1€ 1s necessary, and it seems to me that it might still be a good 
lea to drop out both of those proy isions, first the one introduced by 
{ wor Long, and Secol a. the one in the original bill to oive the 
ecretary the pwer to negotiate, and merely let the thing go through 
th complete cliscretion in the Maritime Administrator to do as he 

s best under the circumstances. 

Che CuatrMan. Right at that point, if I may interrupt you, Mr. 
Sanford, I have looked at the Senate bill, and I have seen the amend 
ment you refer to which you say was offered by Senator Long, but 


that other provision should be deleted from the House bill? 


~ 


i. 





EMERGENCY SHIP REPAIR ACT 29 


Mr. Sanrorp. I think it is entitled “No. 4”°—I do not have the bill 
in front of me—which gives authority to oa Secretary of Commerce 
to negotit ite when, in his judgment, he believes it is necessary to do so. 

The CuamMan. That is item 4 in section 4 of the bill ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. Yes, sir; that is right. 

The CuarrMan (reading) : 
may be negotiated without competitive bidding whenever such action is deter- 
mined by the Secretary of Commerce to be necessary to carry out the purpose 
of this Act. 

You suggest that that be deleted ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. I suggest merely that the committee give some con- 
sideration to the deletion of that section and to not accepting the 
Senate amendment with respect to instructions to the Maritime 
Administrator to vary his present procedure. That is just a thought 
that I think the committee might well consider. 

Now, there is another phase of this that I would like to eall your 
attention to, and if I may I will read just one paragraph from my 
statement: 

It is desired to point out here that S. 3546, as it passed the Senate, provides 
that bids on any such contract shall include any towage and insurance costs in- 
volved. This provision imposes a great handicap on all bidders located at some 
distance from the reserve fleet in which a vessel is located, even though in the 
Same competitive area, and makes it probable that only those bidders located 
immediately adjacent or nearest to a reserve fleet site will be able to obtain 
awards on the basis of the lowest competitive bids. It may even result in sub- 
stantially less competition. It certainly will not distribute the work or provide an 
equal opportunity to bid without regard to location. Some consideration I believe 
should be given by this committee as to whether such a procedure is altogether 
consistent with the primary objective of H. R. 9509 or of S. 3546 as originally 
introduced. 

I merely offer that as a suggestion for consideration by the commit- 
tee. If there is any thought that it would be in the national interest and 
in the interest of national security to have this work more or less uni 
formly distributed as far as possible, rather than to have it concen- 
trated in a certain few yards that happen to be favorably located, I 
think that matter should be given some consideration by the committee, 
at least it seems so to me. 

Nok, I should like to refer for a moment to a proposal made in Mr. 
Upton’s statement which I think is of extreme importance. 

He says at the top of page 5: 

It is proposed to include a recapture provision in the contract, similar to sec- 
tion 505 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, for recapture of profits in excess 
of 10 percent of the contract price. 

Now, in all of the years since the 1936 act has been in effect the re- 
capture provision in section 505 (b) has never been applied to repair 
work. 

It has been applied to new construction work. There have been re- 

veated attempts over the years to apply it to repair work. The Council 
cas always taken a strong position on that. It was never so intended in 
the act. That position of the Council heretofore has always been sus- 
tained. 

Now, here is another attempt to bring it in the ship repair business, 
because if it comes in here it will be a universal thing on ship repair 


49856—54 5 








30 EMERGENCY SHIP REPAIR ACT 


work for Government accounts throughout the country that recapture 
be provided. 

Of course, as you know, there was a recapture provision in the 1936 
act, and likewise Vinson-Trammell Act, and neither one of them were 

n effect during the period when the Renegotiation Act was in effect. 
The last act of that ‘kind expired at the end of last year, and at the 
present time there is no provision for that although i believe there is 
1 bill before the Congress now to extend the renegotiation arrange- 
ment from the end of last year for another year. 

If that act should be extended the recapture provision of the 1936 
vt will not be in effect for the duration of the period of that extension. 
If, on the other hand it should not be extended it will continue to be in 
eifect, but, as I said before, they have never applied it to other than new 
construction work. I protest any attempt to apply it to repair work 
because I think that would be an extremely bad practice, and I propose 
that for your consideration. 

Now, there has been a great deal of discussion about the character of 
the work involved here. 

Congressman Bonner has raised some questions, and Congressman 
Dies has raised some questions about the character of the work which 

3 proposed to be done under this bill, and there has been some discus- 
tion of the word “modernization” as used both in this bill xnd in Mr. 
Upton’s statement. 

I am frank to admit that I do not know why the word “moderniza- 
tion” was put in the bill. As far as I can see there is no modernization 
involved. 

This bill is strictly a bill which has a double-barreled purpose. One 
purpose of it is to provide some additional work for the repair yards 
now which are in a rather critical position. Iam sorry, Mr. Dies, but 
I cannot accept your statement that it is a WPA project. I do not 
or that is quite correct, and I would like to have an opportunity to 

xpress my views on It. 

Mr. Drs. That is not a statement: I was just asking about it. 

Mr. Sanrorp. I would like to have an opportunity to explain that 
a little if I may, sir. 

Mr. Dries. Yes. 

Mr. Sanrorp. The bill has a double-barreled objective, as I read 
the bill, first to provide some work for the repair yards which are 
now in critical condition. From that point of view alone you might 
use your appellation, but it is much more than that. It proposes to 
place in a kind of operating condition, or what we normally call stand- 
by condition, those particular ships which have been selected and 
which are now in the reserve fleets, and which will be used immediately 
on M-day so that in the event M-day arises those ships can go almost 
immediately to sea. Otherwise at that time those ships would have 
to go into the repair yards and to go on drydock and have the addi- 
tional work that was necessary done in order to enable them to go 
to sea. 

However, when we have a national emergency, and when M-day 
comes the ship-repair yards of the country and eve ry drydock in the 
country will. be cand with more work than they can possibly 
handle. That. was the experience in World War I, and in World War 
II, and it will be the experience in the event of another war. 
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To the extent that we can alleviate that congestion at that time and 
have certain vital ships which the Department of Defense says are 
just that, to the extent that they can be made ready now so that on 
M-day they can almost immediately go to sea and it will not be nee- 
essary at that time to have this work done, to that extent we will be 
that much better off. I think that is self-evident. 

Now, as to the character of the work to be done on these ships, as 
you said, Mr. Allen, none of these ships which are in the reserve fleets 
have been in a drydock since they went into the reserve tleets. 

No one knows to what extent the “Vy may hi ave suffered bottom dam: ige, 
and it may be necessary to do both, to repair bottom damage and to do 
other work. It is not just a cleaning and painting job. That is inci- 
dental to the drydocking, but the main reason for eXamining the bot- 
toms is to ascertain the bottom damage which may have been done 
and to correct it. 

At the same time it is necessary to make all the necessary repairs 
topside and by that we primarily mean in the engine department 
because none of that machinery has been opened since they were put 
in the reserve fleet. We do not know the internal condition of that 
machinery, and much of it may require a substantial amount of work 
done on it, and it is necessary to have that work done so as to place 
those ships in operating condition. 

That all being so, I am confident that it is much more than a WPA 
project. It is necessary work in the interest of national security in 
order to provide ships immediately available when they are needed. 

That is all I have to say. 

The CHAIRMAN. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Mumma. For my information, in order to get these boats into 
the repair yards will it be necessary to steam them up anyhow 4 

Mr. Sanrorp. Oh, no; they will be towed to the yards. 

Mr. Mumma. You have to find out what might be the matter with 
the engines, do you not ¢ 

Mr. Sanrorp. The only way you do that is when you get them into 
the repair yard, you send a crew down below and you open up all the 
machinery and survey it and examine it very carefully. It is possible 
from that survey to determine exactly what internal repair work is 
needed on this ship, and that work is then put in hand. 

Mr. Mumma. If that is so a fellow up in Bath, Maine, would have 
a terrible time bidding upon a job in Jacksonville. ‘That is the point 
you make ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. Yes, but I do not go to that extent. My thought in 
that connection was in each area where there is a fleet located there 
is a certain competitive area beyond which it would be foolish, or not. 
practical, to go. You would not think of taking a ship from Jack- 
sonville, Fla., to Bath, Maine, or vice versa. 

Mr. Mumma. But it might be done. 

Mr. Sanrorp. Maybe so, but take in Mr. Boykin’s district there is 
a reserve fleet just above Mobile. Now, there is a large ship repair 
vard located at Mobile, and there is also a ship repair division of the 
Waterman Steamship Co. located at Mobile. 

Mr. Boyxry. It is shut down now. 

Mr. Sanrorp. The repair division ? 

Mr. Boyxrn. Yes, practically, 
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Mr. Sanrorp. But, in any event, outside of those 1 or 2 companies 
located in that particular area you would have no competition on 
that work. 

Mr. Mumma. They may be all Liberty ships located at Mobile too. 

Mr. Sanrorp. We are not discussing Liberty ships here. 

Mr. Momma. If they are not going to repair any Liberty ships it 
may be that Ingalls, or whoever is located there, may have to go up 
tothe York River to get his boats that he wants to bid on. 

Mr. Sanrorp. That is possible, but I cannot justify, and I do not 
think the Maritime Administration would justify, taking a ship from 
the York River down to Mobile for repairs. 

Mr. Mumma. But the ships were not stored with the intention that 
they were going ot be repaired where they are. 

Mr. Sanrorp. But I think you would have to limit that in any event 
to a reasonably competitive area adjacent to the location of the reserve 
fleet. For instance, you would not take a ship from the west coast 
to the east coast for re pe airs, 

Mr. Mumma. My point was if the ships had to be steamed up any- 
how why they could not just as well be run down there by the Mari- 
time Administration and then they could see what had to be fixed in 
the meantime. 

Mr. Sanrorp. Under no circumstances would they be steamed up. 
In fact, they are not in condition to be steamed up. They would be 
towed to the yards in every case. They are dead ships. They have 
no crews on them, and the Maritime Administration would not be 
justified in putting a crew on them. 

Mr. Mumma. You have answered my point, that they do not need 
to be steamed up. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Garmatz. 

Mr. Garmatz. We have here in the bill, and also in Mr, Upton’s 
statement the word “modernization” and you use the word “convert- 
ing.” How far would that cavers go! 

Mr. Sanrorp. As far as I am concerned, I do not know why that 
word is in there because I ‘do not know a any conversion is con- 
templated. 

There is another program for which funds are requested for the 
conversion of four Liberty ships by the introduction of higher power 
in them, more power to get increased speed. The purpose of it is to 
find out, from practical experience, the practicability of converting 
Liberty ships, and the presumption ooell be that if they find it is 
practical they may undertake to convert some more of them, but first 
they have to find out if it is practical to do it, and then they have 
to find out how much it will cost to make that conversion. 

In regard to the amount of money provided in this bill, there is 
$45 million for some 205 ships. That is not more than $200,000 a 
ship roughly, and that amount would not possibly be sufficient to 
cover either modernization or conversion. It is not enough money 

Mr. Garmatz. How do you feel about Mr. Upton’s suggestion about 
making the contract over the period of a year instead of in a period 
of 6 months? 

Mr. Sanrorp. I am in favor of that because it will take some time 
to work this survey out and to find out what it is all about. I think 
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it might be desirable to spread it over a longer period of time rather 
than to concentrate it in too short a period of time. 

The Cuamrman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Borin. Mr. Bonner brought up a question which was very 
interesting to me. Do you think Liberty ships could be converted 
so that they would be suitable for our purposes, or would it cost more 
than it would come to and would it pay to build new shaps? 

Mr. Sanrorp. You are asking me a most controversial question, 
Mr. Boykin. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. 

Mr. Sanrorp. If you have enough money you can do almost any- 
thing. 

Mr. Borxrn. I know, but could you do the job faster by building 
some good new ships that would do the work ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. My own idea is that we should waste no money on 
Liberty ships. I would spend whatever money is available on new 
ships, and this program is actually to determine the practicability of 
that. 

Mr. George Sharp was retained to look into this question of the 
practicability of increasing the speed of Liberty ships. Tests were 
run in Stevens Institute tanks, and it was determined to be practicable 
to lengthen those ships and put additional power in them, as Mr. 
MeMillen of the Sharp Co. testified, to get a speed of 18 knots, It 
can be done, but it is rather expensive to do it. 

Now, the present program of the Maritime Administration, and I 
checked on this yesterday, is not to go to the 18-knot speed, but, rather, 
to go to a 15-knot speed. By so doing they can save quite a bit of 
money. 

They will require only 6,000 shaft horsepower to make 15 knots, 
whereas it would require 8,500 shaft horsepower to make the 18 knots 
that the tests show can be attained with that power. Also to make 
18 knots there is very intensive lengthening of the ship involved and 
also more modification of the ship. As I recall it, it was estimated 
that it might be done for somewhere in the neighborhood of 
$2,500,000. 

Mr. Boyxrn. How much would the ship be worth then ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. I doubt if it can be done for that, and that is one of 
the reasons for feeling that there is not too much justification for it. 
On the other hand I think it is a good idea for the Maritime Admin- 
istration to experiment with these four ships to see how much it costs 
to convert them and to find out what can be done with them. 

Mr. Boyxrn. It involves more than $4 million, does it not ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. The amount of money in the supplemental appro- 
priation bill for that purpose, particularly for converting 4 Liberty 
ships, I believe, is $11,100,000 for the four ships. 

Mr. Borxrn. For four Liberties ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. That is right. 

Mr. Borxry. If you did do that what do you think those ships 
would be able to do? 

Mr. Sanrorp. What do you mean? 

Mr. Boykin. I mean would they accomplish what the Navy wants 
done, or whoever we are doing this for ? 
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Mr. Sanrorp. Again, I am only expressing a personal opinion. I 
think the decision of the Maritime Administration to reduce the speed 
from 18 knots to 15 knots, while it may be a very practical decision, 
at the same time will result in a 15-knot ship, which to me is neither 
fish or fowl, it is right in between. It is not fast enough to get away 
from a submarine, and I personally cannot see that it is much better 
than an 11-knot Liberty. 

Mr. Boykin. I think you are right. What about making it an 18- 
knot ship ? Would it be in class? What would a new one cost us 
that would be an 18-knot ship of the same size after you had length- 
ened this ship / 

Mr. SANFORD. A new one would cost us probably $7.500.000 or Ss 
million. We would spend $2,500,000 to $3 million to convert a Lib- 
erty, and we would still have an old ship. Although she would be 
able to make that speed I cannot help but think in this way that you 

cannot make a new suit of clothes out of an old suit of clothes, and 
neither in the shipbuilding field can you make a new ship out of an 
old ship. I mean that it still has that many years of life behind it. 
Even though you lengthen it and put more power into it it is not a 
new ship. 

Mr. Boykin. What do you think about trying one as Mr. Bonner 
says, to see what it will do, to try it with just one / 

Mr. Sanrorp. I am in favor of the experiment. 

Mr. Borkrx. What do you think about this, Mr. Robeson? You 
have been inthisgame. Do you agree with Mr. Sanford ? 

Mr. Rogerson. I am not a witness, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. The witness declines to answer. 

Mr. Borxry. If it were your own business and you were running it 
all, if you were sitting here as we are, trying to find out what is the 
best thing to do if the Navy needed ships, and they must need them, 
as I do not believe they would ask for them if they did not need them, 
what would you do yourself if you had to decide it ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. I would use whatever money I could get, and that is, 
of course, the key to the whole thing in building new ships, and not in 
attempting to modernize old ships, limiting that to Liberties, not 
these Victories, or the C-+4’s, which are the basis of this program and 
the V4 tugs which are a very fine type of ship, altogether different 
from the Liberties. The ‘Vy are not emergency ships. 

Mr. Boykin. And you think they are all right to fix up? 

Mr. Sanrorp. Yes, I certainly Ga They are very valuable ships. 

Mr. Boykin. Where are these ships located now ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. They are scattered. There is a certain number on 
the east coast and the west coast, and a certain number on the gulf 
coast, as I believe Mr. Rothschild testified, but how many there are 
in each of the present reserve fleets, I do not know. 

Mr. Boykrn. This $45 million would build about 3 new ships? 

Mr. Sanrorp. No, I said they would cost about $7,500,000 to $8 
million apiece. 

Mr. Boykin. From $7,500,000 to $8 million each ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. That is correct. 

Mr. Sanrorp. That would be 5 or 6 ships. 

Mr. Boykin. Yes. How many of them are you planning to fix up? 
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Mr. Sanrorp. 205. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrrman. Mr. Mumma, do you have a question ! 

Mr. Mumma. Yes. 

I would like to ask you another question, Mr. Sanford. Are you 
an expert on, or do you have much knowledge of this installing of an 
auxiliary exhaust turbine to take the exhaust from the reciprocating 
engines of the Liberty ship / 

Mr. Sanrorp. I cannot claim to be an expert, Mr. Mumma. I do 
know something about that proposition, and have watched it with 
a great deal of interest. 

Mr. Mumma. Sir? 

Mr. Sanrorp. I do know something about it and have watched 
with a great deal of interest. 

Mr. Mumma. They make a lot of claims for it. In other words 
they claim that with the expenditure of $450,000 a ship it can be put 
into the 15- or 16-knot class. They also claim that the 20-knot ship 
is a very expensive ship to operate. L notice here in another paper 
that they have that the fuel in barrels for mile for for Mariners is 1.55 
barrels while on the C—3 it is 0.56 barrel and on a Liberty now it is 0.65 
barrel. The 20-knot ship would be expensive, and they claim that 
it could be put into the 16-knot class with the exception of the hull 
for the amount mentioned. 

Mr. Sanrorp. That might be possible. Of course, speed is always 
expensive, You have to pay for it 

Mr. Mumm™a. Yes, I realize that. One of the big objections to the 
Liberties was that they lost so many propellers. 

Mr. Sanrorp. It was not the propellers so much as the tail shafts 
There were a great many of those, and the American Bureau of Ship 
ping has made some very extensive investigations into correcting the 
tailshafts. I think that has been done pretty well now. 

Mr. Mumma. They claim that this turbine will act as a governor 
on that. 

Mr. Sanrorp. It might. 

Mr. Munna. That is a thing I would like to see tried in this 
program, 

Mr. Sanrorp. As far as I know there has been no provision made 
to experiment along that line, but I am inclined to agree with you 
that it may be worthwhile. 

Mr. Mumma. I havea letter here that says: 

The Liberty ships were developed to give a maximum cargo capacity practicable 
within given dimensions at a speed of about 10% knots. The resulting hull forn 
is such that only a very small increase in speed is possible even if the power 
were doubled 

Mr. Sanrorp. That is true. It is a fact based npon what we call a 
speed-length ratio. The shorter the ship the lower the speed at the 
same power. In order to step up the speed of a Liberty ship it is not 
sufficient just to put more speed in. Your effective horsepower curve 
goes up extremely rapidly for any increase in speed. You have to 
lengthen the ship at the same time so as to stay within the normal 
speed-length ratio. That will permit you to get an increase in speed 
at not too great an increase in horse power. 

Mr. Mumma. Is that what the program is, to lengthen the bows 
of the ships? 
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Mr. Sanrorp. Yes; it is necessary to do that as you cannot do it 
otherwise. 

Mr. Boyxrn. As I understand it if you only lengthened it and 
gota 15-knot ship it would not do much good ¢ 

Mr. Sanrorp. You would have a 15-knot ship. 

Mr. Boykin. And that would not get out of the way of a submarine? 

Mr. Sanrorp. No; as it is reported on the submarines that the 
Russians have today that they can make around 18 knots on the surface. 

Mr. Mumma. This man who wrote this letter said “The speed will 
be sufficient to outdistance a snorkel-type sub.” 

Mr. Sanrorp. Of course, none of us know what the speed of a Rus- 
sian snorkel-type sub is. We have to take the best information we can 
get on that. We assume it is in the neighborhood of 18 knots, or 
approaching that. 

The CuarrmMan. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auuen. Mr. Sanford, talking about the use of these words 
“repairing,” “modernizing,” and “converting” as used in the bill and 
bearing in mind that this is a bill to give contract authority and to 
authorize appropriations, and that, therefore, it is technical, I would 
like to get a little information on the meaning of those words. 

For example, if you took a Liberty ship out of the water and found 
two blades of a propeller damaged and straightened them out, what 
would that be ? 

Mr. Sanrorp. A repair. 

Mr. ALLEN. Suppose we took a ship out and replaced a 1944 radar 
in good working condition with: a 1954 radar, what would that be? 

Mr. Sanrorp. That is sort of on the borderline between repair 
and modernization, I would say. It might have some aspects of each. 

Mr. ALLEN. Suppose we took a Liberty ship and went through one 
of the bulkheads and put in working space and changed the stern so 
that they could fit nets over the stern, and thereby made it a workable 
net ship, what would that be? 

Mr. Sanrorp. That would be a conversion. 

Mr. Atten. Would we have authority in this bill to spend money 
tor those jobs unless all three words were in there? 

Mr. Sanrorp. No, you would not. As the bill is now worded you 
would have that authority, but if it is limited solely to repairing you 
would not have that authority. Therefore the authority now is broader 
and is perhaps desirable for that reason. 

The Cuatrman. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
you, Mr. Sanford. 

Mr. Sanrorp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. We will call Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Ryan, will you identify yourself for the record ? 


STATEMENT OF CLARKE S. RYAN, SECRETARY OF NEW YORK & 
NEW JERSEY DRY DOCK ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Ryan. My name is Clarke S. Ryan. I am the secretary of the 
New York & New Jersey Dry Dock Association. We represent our 
association, and our association is composed of 11 of the ship repair 
firms in the New York Harbor area having drydocks or marine rail- 
ways. 
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Now, I have submitted a written statement to the counsel of the 
committee, and | respectfully ask that that be entered as part of the 
transcript of this hearing. 

The CuairmMan. Without objec tion, that may be done. 

(The statement referred to is as follows: ) 


STATEMENT BY CLARKE S. RYAN, SECRETARY OF NEW YorK & NEW JERSEY Dry 
DocK ASSOCIATION 


My name is Clarke S. Ryan Il am the secretary of the New York & New 
Jersey ey Dock Association, an association composed of 11 ship-repair firms in 
the harbor of New York. Our members represents 34 percent of all the privately 
owned drydocking capacity in the Nation and 56 percent of the facilities on the 
eastern coast of the United States. 


We are sincerely appreciative of the opportunity to make a statement to this 
committee in regard to the Emergency Ship Repair Act of 1954 (S. 3546, H. R 
H500 ) This committee, both this morning and on prior occasions, has received 


much testimony on the depressed state of the Nation’s ship-repair industry. I 
will not engage in unnecessary repetition on this subject but will say only that as 
the Nation’s biggest port New York Harbor has suffered greatly from this lack 
of ship repair work. To save the ship-repair industry, both as an important seg 
ment of the national economy and as an essential defense potential, it is impera 
tive that repair work in substantial amount be forthcoming immediately. 

The bill now under consideration has an additional advantage: it is good 
business for the Government. The ships to be repaired under H. R. 9509 have 
been selected by the Maritime Administrator. He did not and would not select 
ships hopelessly obsolute or otherwise unfit for repair. The ships to be repaired 
under this bill will represent hundreds of millions of dollars of taxpayers money 
which can be preserved by an expenditure of $45 million or can be abandoned 
to total loss. The defense potential of the Nation will be doubly benefited: 
First, the ships repaired will be ready for use. Second, the ship-repair industry 
will be ready to serve the armed services. 

In regard to this second benefit, however, We must bring one new considera- 
tion to the attention of this committee. One of the purposes of this bill is to 
aid those ship repair yards which will be relied upon in a national emergency. 
If this bill, or any bill so intended, is to effect this purpose the repair work 
should, of course, go to the yards which are part of the mobilization plan. Some 
provision should be introduced into such bills to insure that the work will go 
to the yards which the legislature intends to aid. 

Because of the lateness of the legislative hour we do not propose that H. R. 
9509 be amended to meet this consideration However, we earnestly request 
that this committee and the officials of the executive department concerned give 
attention to this need. If the repair work is given to firms with no background 
in ship repair work and with no intention to remain in the business, then the 
work is not aiding firms which could be relied upon to be ready in an emergency. 

Whether the provision limits bidders to firms in the mobilization plan, or 
those with security clearance, or those with master contracts as of a certain 
date, some provision should be agreed upon and incorporated into any bill such 
as this 

Although we are concerned about this circumstance, we are of the opinion 
that the subject bill is most desirable legislation. We respectfully urge that 
this committee favorably report this bill. 

Mr. Ryan. This committee has heard a great deal of testimony, both 
this morning and on prior days on this entire question of ship repair 
ing, and I have no desire to burden them with the repetition of those 
statements. They are aware of the condition of the industry. 

I think the matters raised by Mr. Bonner in regard to the value 
of this program to the Government have been adequately answered by 
the prior witnesses, as well as by members of the committee, and T will 
not take any time on that item. 

I would like to address myself for a moment to some of the ques 
tions raised by Mr. Hart in regard to this question of split bidding. 

To begin with, one of the purposes of this legislation is to aid those 
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ship repair yards that would be called upon in time of an emergency 
to do what would seem logical then, that any moneys spent under 
this bill, or any program pursuant to this bill, should go to yards that 
would be called on in that emergency period, yards that would be 
realiable and would be responsible and that would be available to the 
armed services in the emergency period. 

There would be no purpose in spending money to maintain and 
to aid ship-repair firms to be used in an emergency period if the money 
then spent went to firms that had no continuity in the business and 
in all probability would not be available or responsible in time of an 
emergency. 

The Cuarrman. May I interrupt at that point in order to get clearly 
in mind what you have reference to ¢ 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. What you are concerned about is someone who is 
not in the regular ship-repair business rushing in because they see an 
opportunity to share in the $45 million to be spent, and as soon as it 
is spent they would be out again ? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir, that is precisely the point I am trying to make, 
Mr. Chairman. 

While I do not want to divert the attention of this committee from 
this particular bill, because we are strongly in favor of it, 1 would 
suggest that it would be a fruitful search in the future to inquire into 
and to see what actually does happen when these fly-by-night irregular 
ship-repair people who see an appropriation and get into the business 
with no overhead and no financial problems or responsibility for the 
continuance of the operation and who obtain the advantages of a con- 
tract under a strict policy of competitive bidding, where the low bidder 
is given the contract and the question of responsibility is avoided. 

Now, Mr. Hart raised some question to Mr. Upton in regard to some 
of the examples of the benefits of split bidding. The examples given 
by Mr. Upton on behalf of the Administrator are the same that were 
given to the Senate committee by a. letter to the Administrator dated 
June 4, 1954. These are examples selected by the Administrator in 
the statement of his case on the advantages of split bidding. 

Now, neither of the two firms that ultimately got the work in those 
instances selected by the Administrator now are doing business with 
the Maritime Administrator at all. 

As of Friday when I checked with the Administratov’s office in New 
York, neither of the two firms indicated had a master contract with 
the Administration. One of the firms has had very bad experience 
on their work with the Government, and an inquiry into that firm I 
think would be very illuminating as to the ultimate advantage and de- 
sirability of unrestricted split bidding. 

Unless there are some questions I just want to thank the committee 
for this opportunity to appear. 

Mr. Harr. Are those firms located in Bayonne / 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrman. Are there any further questions of the witness? 

Mr. Bonner. In this split bidding the drydock hauls this ship out 
and does the hull work, let us say ? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Then the other bidder does the superstructure work? 
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Mr. Ryan. Topside, yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. As I understand it, a shipyard is capable of doing all 
of that work, is it not ? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, of course it is. 

Mr. Bonner. How is the outside the shipyard contractor able to bid 
so much cheaper than the shipyard which has the ship there and does 
all of the hull work and everything at one time ¢ 

Mr. Ryan. First of all, Mr. Bonner, any established ship repair firm, 
whether it is a large one or a small one, bec: ause most of our members 
are small, and we are not representing big business here, has the bur 
den of maintaining and keeping a staff and establishing a yard with 
a drylock, Now, a drydock is an expensive proposition. The income 
from a dr ydock, as such, is not compensatory. It is used more as an 
attraction for other business, quite frankly. In other words, without 
a drydock we cannot bid on a hull job. Let me say, parenthetically, 
that a private : lineweee does not engage in this practice of split bid 
ding, and when he wants a ship repaired he has to go, and he does go 
to a yard with a drydock, and it is principally and largely to attract 
that business that these established firms large and small keep up a 
drydock and the expense of it. 

Then there is the shore shop, and I do not speak of all shore shops. 
There are shore shops without drydoc k facilities whicl n are doing 
business and have been doing business for some time; but I speak of the 
irregular ship repairer, the man who got into the business because he 
sees a $45 million appropriation come along, also bids on these con 
tracts. Let me say that the history of some of these companies has 
bee . a series of corpor: itions with bankruptei ies and money being paid 
out by the Government on a construction project because (a) they do 
not have overhead; and (6) they can gamble on a job, and if it turns 
out to be a losing proposition, how much do they have to lose? They 
do not have an established business reputation, there is no financial 
responsibility involved in many instances and as a result they can 
underbid us on these jobs. 

Mr. Bonner. It is difficult to see how what you might term a “fly-by 
night” concern can put in a cheaper bid than an established organized 
facility. 

Mr. Ryan. Let me say, Mr. Bonner, that that phenomenon is not 
limited to the ship repair field. In other fields of Government con 
tracts that same problem exists. Let us say that there is an established 
manufacturer of blood plasma holders and the Government wants to 
purchase such containers. They get bids from responsib le peop le. 
established people who will perform the job up Lo spec ifications to 
the satisfaction of the Armed Forces and so forth. They put in one 
bid. Another man who does not even have a plant at the time but has 
an angle as to where he can get the facilities if given the contract, he 
can go 1n there with a lower competitive bid and take a chance on it. 
We, to a certain extent, have that problem particularly in New York 
Harbor in regard to ship repair work. 

Mr. Bonner. The Maritime Commission has inspectors there to 
make them do jus st what the ‘y agree to do, do they not ¢ They have 
to putup:é a bond of some kind too, do they not ¢ 

Mr. Ryan. Let us say, Mr. Bonner, that the Maritime Administra 
tion has what we feel is a good set of regulations as regards shipyard 
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continuity and contracts with the administration, but they have the 
problem of enforcing their regulations. They are limited in staff. 
What happens is we feel, and partly from experience, it is not just a 
matter of guessing, if a large amount of money is going to be put into 
New York Harbor for ship repair work why, they will be organized 
in firms, some of which sometimes have had past experience in the 
field, and sometimes they have individuals in them who have had past 
experience, and they immediately apply in number to the Maritime 
Administration for master contracts. They do not oe them today. 
The Administrator has pressure on him to issue contracts if the people 
seem authorized to do it. He is unable, in our opinion, - really police 
these people. 

You also have the problem, very frankly, that the local administra- 
tor is reluctant to make too much of a judgment determination on a 
question of responsibility. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Mumma, do you have a question ? 

Mr. Mumma. Yes. What is the nature of one of these topside con- 
tracts? Would it involve a lot of piping or electrical work ? 

Mr. Ryan. There is a good deal of electrical work ; yes. 

Mr. Mumma. Would you let him come in on your dock to do the 
work ? 

Mr. Ryan. He probably would have to do it on the dockside. 

Mr. Mumma. Can he rent a dockside ? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. That is what these big legitimate shore shops do, rent 
a dockside to do it? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, si 

Mr. Auten. Are habe contracts taken on a basis where one yard 
can have a price for all the work and another price for just doing the 
drydocking, and another price for the topside work? 

Mr. Ryan. It will vary. There is no uniform practice. Generally, 
as indicated by the Administrator here, he asks for bids for the work, 
and then if he feels he should he then asks for second bids for dry- 
docking work, distinct from topside work. 

Mr. Auten. W hy do not the yards boost the price on the drydocking 
work where the Administrator’s work is er 

Mr. Ryan. Well, we cannot charge the Navy one price for that 
service and charge other people another price. We would be subject 
to criticsim in those cases if we did. We have to keep our price down 
for the private shippers, because it is a business incentive we want to 
maintain. 

Mr. Atien. Yes; I can understand that, but I do not understand 
why you cannot raise the price to the Government if there is enough 
incentive involved. 

Mr. Ryan. We hope that we do not come to that. Maybe we will 
have to. 

Mr. Atien. You do feel under the split bid there is no incentive 
for the yards to get Government work? 

Mr. Ryan. As far as the Maritime Administration is concerned. 
Other Government agencies are not following this practice. 

The CHarrman. I would like to ask a question in connection with 
shipbuilding and repair yards. It is a fact, is it not, that there are 
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established ship construction and repair yards, who, over the years, 
have built ships and have repaired ships which do not have di ydocks ? 

Mr. Ryan. Yes, sir; and there are good ship-repair people who are 
not members of the association who do not have drydoce ks, 

The Cuamman. Are there any further questions? If not, we thank 
vou very much, Mr. Ryan. 

Mr. Ryan. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the 
committee. 

Mr. Zincke. I have a letter here from the American Merchant 
Marine Institute, dated July 14, 1954, and signed by Mr. Francis T. 
Greene, executive vice president, and I ask that that be made a part 
of the record. 

The CHairman. Without objection, it may be made a part of the 
record. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE INSTITUTE, INC., 
Washington, D. C., July 14, 1954. 
Hon, Tuor C. TOLLEFSON, 
Acting Chairman, House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. ( 

My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: The American Merchant Marine Institute, whose 
members comprise the majority of American-flag owners and operators in all 
categories of ocean shipping, supports H. R. 9509 and urges that it be reported 
favorably by your committee. 

We favor in the public interest any legislation for the physical improvement of 
ships in the American merchant marine whether owned by private operators or 
by the Government. H. R. 9509 is a step in this direction and therefore should 
be enacted. It is particularly important that this intial step to upgrade our re- 
serve fleet ships should be taken promptly and at this time when American ship 
and repair yards are so desperately in need of work, in order that their skills, 
facilities, and personnel can be retained, as they must, as a mobilization base of 
the first importance to our national defense. 

The commencement of a program for repairing and modernizing the old Werld 
War II ships now in our National Defense Reserve Fleet makes obvious sense 
from the point of view of the public treasury and the national defense, because— 

(1) Such a program will increase the number of reserve fleet vessels in first- 
class condition which can be quickly broken out of the reserve fleet and put into 
operation without the waste of time consequent upon further repairs during their 
activation. 

(2) It will avoid the extravagance and inefficiency of overloading our ship 
construction and ship repair yards in the event of rapid activation of a substan- 
tial number of ships to meet an emergency condition. 

At the outbreak of Korean hostilities in June of 1950, the first Victory ships 
weer broken out and put on berth to serve our Armed Forces within periods of 
as little as 10 days to 2 weeks. This was because the ships in best condition were 
taken first. Subsequently, the time of activation of ships for the National Ship- 
ping Authority emergency program to support simultaneously both the Korean 
military action and economic aid programs took much longer because of the need 
for extensive repairs on almost all of the remaining ships. Because of short- 
sighted economy and lack of appropriations these had been laid up following 
World War II without first performing many essential repairs. H. R. 9509 will 
contribute to avoiding a recurrence of such a peak demand on our shipbuilding 
and repair industries and at the same time will take advantage of the generally 
lower costs accompanying this period of shipyard inactivity. 

We sincerely hope that your committee will take prompt and favorable action 
on this bill. 

Sincerely, 
I"RANCIS T. GREENE, 
Executive Vice President. 
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The CuarrMan. Are there any other witnesses here now to testify 
in connection with these ship repair bills? If not, the committee will 
recess subject to the call of the ¢ haar. 
Additional informatio1 
MANUFACTI & Ri IRERS ASSOCIATION OF NEW ORLEANS, 
Vew Orleans, La., July 12, 1954 





Hon. ‘I POLLEFSO 
Chairman. Committee Merchant Marine and Fisheries 
He e Office Buil 3 dgton, D.¢ 

Dean Mr. TouLeErson: We have been advised that the Merchant Marine and 
Fisheries Committee shall conduct hearings July 14 to discuss the problems of 

e ship-repair industry and its relation to the ship-repair yards in the Nation. 
Unfortunately. we are unable to attend these hearings, however, we would appre 

ite your making this statement part of the record of those hearings 

Che Manufacturers & Repairers Association represents ship-repair yards, 

“ al machine shops ai “ ontractors and subcontractors affiliated 
he ship-repair industry Phe member companies of this association play 
stinctive nd important | n the efficient and continued movement ot 
United States vessels The fac 1 es of these companies enable them to perform 
‘ ica ind efficier in nd al pes of ship repair work that does not 
e drydocking. It is custom: for these companies to bid on work through 
gulf coast area and « sionally to enter national competition for ship 

ep } 

Che ship-repair work in the gulf coast area, which has a direct bearing on the 
future of each member compat of this association, has deteriorated to a point 
where the economic stability of the ship-repair activities of the industry is in 
jeopa 

The sh p-repair ndustry proved conclusively in World War II tS 1 portance 
to national detense n times of emergency, consequently, it has been recognized 

Sa vital part of the national defense program. It is to the national interest 
that some program be developed to prevent this industry from further deteriora 
tior However, any program ultimately adopted in order to stimulate the ship 
repair industry should definitely be on a competitive split-bid basis 

Che problem confronting the ship-repair industry was thoroughly studied by 
Subcommittee on Maritime Subsidies of the Sena Interstate Commerce Com 
mittee and the chairman of thi nittee proposed Senate bill S. 3546 whi 
provided for the appropriation of $45 million to be used in the rehabilitation of 
ships in the reserve fleets his bill, upon its final passage, specifically provided 
that in entering into contracts for ship-repair work that the Secretary of Com 
merce shall not alter the present policy of the Maritime Administration to split 
bids on drydock and nondrydock work. This was included in the original bill 

fter long and serious discussions and we feel ve strongly that any bill 
considered by the House should carry a like provision All the heads of the 


irious interested Government agencies who testified before this Senate commit- 
ee were unanimous in their recommendations that any program adopted to 
stimulate the ship-repair industry should permit them to issue bids on a com 
petitive split-bid basis. By specifying that the present Maritime Administration 
policy of competitive split-bid procedure on ship-repair work shall continue, the 
‘Ollowing shall occur: 

1. An equal opportunity shall be afforded every ship-repair company to obtain 
wort 

2. More vessels can be rehabilitated at a substantial reduction in costs to the 
Government 

*. More workers shall be gainfully employed 
1. More vessels shall be available in case of a national emergency. 
5. Discrimination against any individual or grouy would be prevented 

We respectfull irge the adoption, for recommendation by your committee, 
of Senate bill S. 5546 as it passed the Senate 

Yours very truly, 
R. H. Morvant, Executive Director 
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HAMPTON ROADS MARITIME ASSOCIATION, IN¢ 
Norfolk, Va., July 12, 1954 
Hon. THorR C. ToLLeErSsON 
Representative in Congress, 
House o Repre sentatives, Washington, D. ¢ 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN TOLLEFSON: We understand that you, as acting chairman 
f the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, have introduced a bill author 
g, and converting merchant 





izing a $45 million program of repairing, modernizil! 
vessels in the national-defense reserve fleet as a means, first, of having a certain 


number of vessels available for immediate use in an emergency, and second, to 


il 4e the private shipyards so that they, too, will be in condition and posi 
tion to perform prompt service under similar circumstances 
Che board of directors of the Hampton Roads Maritime Association, in recog 


nition of the importance of this matter to the entire country, especially the 
tidewater Virginia area, meeting on July 8, gave its unanimous endorsement 


oO the proposal, and asked that you be informed of this action 
It is our understanding that this bill is set for hearings before the Merchant 
Marine and Fisheries Committee on Wednesday, July 14, and we assure you that 
e shall appreciate vour continued strong support of this measure 
Thanking vou for your interest in the matter, we are, 
Yours very truly, 
H. M. THOMPSON, 


Rarecutive Vice President 


WATTERS & DONOVAN, 
Vew York 38, N. Y., June 18, 1954 
Hon. ALVIN F. WEICHEL, 
Chairman Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. ¢ 

Dear CONGRESSMAN WEICHEL: Your attention is respectively drawn to 8S. 3456 

roduced by Senator Butler, and its identical counterpart H. R. 9509, intro 
duced by Representative Tollefson, which bills have heen referred respectively 
to the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce and the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries 

The bills are the product of the hearings on the subject of emergency ship 
building and ship-repair legislation held May 19 and 26 by Senator Butler's 
Subcommittee on Water Transportation and are based upon an estimated cost 
of repairing certain vessels in the reserve fleets, which estimate was submit 
ted by the Maritime Administrator The bill, in summary, authorizes the 


propriation of a maximum sum of $45 million to repair, modernize, or con 


vert merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleet in order to provide an adequate 
nd ready reserve fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels to meet the country’s 
needs. 

This association of 11 ship-repair firms in the New York and New Jersey area 
represents approximately 384 percent of all the my ite owned drydock facil 
ties in the Nation. The New York and New Jersey ship-repair industry is in 
a depressed condition. Our members are being forced to lay off irreplaceable 
skilled employees 

The bills of Senator Butler and Representative Tollefson would supply 
two immediate needs of the Nation. The country must have ready a reserve 
fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels in this time of world tension. In addi 
tion, it is most important to the Nation’s defense potential and general economy 
that the ship-repair industry receive immediate aid in the form of available 
and necessary ship-repair work 

We urgently support the legislation set forth above. We respectfully ask that 
you work to enact the bills referred to which would most certainly be of great 
benefit to the public welfare 

Thank you 

Yours respectfully, 
New YorK & NEW JERSEY Dry DocK ASSOCIATION 
By CLARKE 8S. RYAN, Secretary 
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House OF REPRESENTATIVES, 


Washington, D. C., July 13, 1954. 
Hon. ALVIN F. WEICHEL, 


Chairman, Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C 

DrAR CoLLEAGUE: I am very much in favor of H. R. 9509, and I surely hope it 
is reported out by the great Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. The 
amount of appropriations indicated in this bill, $45 million, although small in 
ts relationship to other appropriations, will, I believe, bring us manifold returns 
in bolstering our security and in placing 102 vessels of our reserve fleet in ready 
status for immediate use in case of need. 

I shall be grateful if you will incorporate this letter in the hearings on H. R. 
9509. 

With every good wish, I am 

Sincerely, 
D. R. (Bitty) MAtTrHews, M. C. 


(Thereupon, at 11:50 a. m., the committee recessed subject to the 
call of the Chair.) 
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THURSDAY, JULY 22, 1954 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 


Washington, D. C 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


The committee met at 9 a. m. in the committee room of the House 
Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Hon. Thor C. Tollefson 
(acting chairman) presiding. 

Mr. TotieFson. The committee will come to order. 

(Nore.—Testimony of executive session was made public.) 


(The bills under consideration are as follows:) 
[H. R. 9415, 88d Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To provide an immediate program for the modernization and improvement of such 
merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as are necessary for national defense 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Emergency 
Ship Repair Act of 1954”. 


STATEMENT OF PURPOSE 


Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act in the interests of national defense to pro 
vide for the immediate improvement and modernization of needed merchant-type 
vessels in the reserve fleet under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Commerce 
and thereby to provide a much needed stimulus to the shipbuilding and repair 
industries of the Nation. 


RESERVE FLEET MODERNIZATION AND REPAIR PROGRAM 


Sec. 3. The Secretary of Commerce shall, after consulting the Secretary of 
Defense, formulate and carry out to the extent authorized under the provisions 
of this Act a program of repairing, modernizing, or converting such merchant- 
type vessels in the national defense reserve under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce as may be necessary to provide for the purpose of national 
defense an adequate and ready reserve fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels. 


CONTRACTING AUTHORIZATION 


Sec. 4. The Secretary of Commerce shall, within six months after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, enter into such contracts for the repair, modernization, 
and conversion of vessels as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this 
Act. Such contracts (1) may provide for the expenditure by the United States 
of not more than $45,000,000, (2) shall be with private shipbuilding or ship repair 
yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf coasts of the United States, (3) shall be 
entered into in accordance with applicable provisions of the Federal Property 
and Administrative Services Act of 1949, and (4) may be negotiated without 
competitive bidding whenever such action is determined by the Secretary of 
Commerce to be necessary to carry out the purpose of this Act. 


45 
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AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 


Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums not in 
excess of $45,000,000 as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 


4 BILL To provide an immediate program for the modernization and improvement of suct 


merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as are necessary for national defense 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, Thet this Act may be cited as the “Emergency 
Ship Repair Act of 1954.’ 


MENT OF PURPOSI 


Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act in the interests of national defense to 


provide for the immediate improvement and modernization of needed merchant- 
type vessels in the reserve fleet under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Com 
merce, and thereby to provide ! uk needed stimulus to the shipbuilding and 


ship repair industries of the Nation 
SERVE FLEET MODERNIZATION AND REPAIR PROGRAM 


$ The Secretary of Commerce shall, after consulting the Secretary of 
Defense, formulate and carry out to the extent authorized under the provisions 
of this Act a program of repairing, modernizing, or converting such merchant 
type vessels in the national defense reserve under the jurisdiction of the Secre 
tary of Commerce as may be necessary to provide for the purpose of national 


defense an adequate and rea reserve fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels 
RACTING AUTHORIZATION 
Si +. The Secretary of Commerce shall, within 12 months after the date 


of the enactment of this Act, enter into suck contracts for the repair, moderniza- 
tion, and conversion of vessels as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of 
this Act Such contracts (1) may provide for the expenditure by the United 
States of not more than $45,000,000, (2) shall be with private shipbuilding or 
ship repair yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf coasts of the United States, 





accordance with applicable provisions of the Federal 
tive Services Act of 1949, and (4) may be negotiated 
ver such action is determined by the Secre 


Property ant 
without compet 


tary of Commerce to be necessar to carry out the purpose of this Act 





ORI [ON OF APPROPRIATIONS 


Sec. 5. There are herel iuthorized to be appropriated such sums not in 


excess of $45,000,000 as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act 


Ss 4t S3d Cong 2d sess 
AN ACT To provide an immediate program for the modernization and improvement of sucl 
merecl t-type ves t fieet as are necessary for national defense 


Be it enacted bu the S ite and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That this Act may be cited as the “Hmergency 
Ship Repair Act of 1954" 

STATEMENT Ol PURPOSI 


Sec. 2. It is the purpose of this Act in the interests of national defense to 
provide for the immediate improvement and modernization of needed merchant- 
type vessels in the reserve tleet under the jurisdiction of the Secretary of Com- 
merce, and thereby to provide a much needed stimulus to the shipbuilding and 


ship repair industries of the Nation 
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RESERVE FLEET MODERNIZATION AND REPAIR PROGRAM 


Sec, 3. The Secretary of Commerce shall, after consulting the Secretary of 
Defense, formulate and carry out to the extent authorized under the provisions 
of this Act a program of repairing, modernizing, or converting such merchant- 
type vessels in the national defense reserve under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce as may be necessary to provide for the purpose of national 
defense an adequate and ready reserve fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels. 

CONTRACTING AUTHORIZATION 

Sec. 4. The Secretary of Commerce shall, within twelve months after the date 
of the enactment of this Act, enter into such contracts for the repair, moderniza- 
tion, and conversion of vessels as may be necessary to carry out the provisions 
of this Act. Such contracts (1) may provide for the expenditure by the United 
States of not more than $45,000,000, (2) shall be with private shipbuilding or 
ship repair yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and gulf coasts of the United States, 
and on the Great Lakes or other inland waterways, (3) shall be entered into in 
accordance with applicable provisions of the Federal Property and Administra- 
tive Service Act of 1949, and (4) in entering into such contracts the Secretary of 
Commerce shall not alter the present Maritime Administration policy of inviting 
split bids for drydock and nondrydock work. Bids on any such contract shall 
include any towage and insurance costs involved. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATION 

Sec. 5. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated such sums not in 
excess Of $45,000,000 as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this Act. 

Passed the Senate July 8 (legislative day, July 2), 1954. 

Attest : J. MARK TRICE, 

Secretary. 

Mr. Totirrson. On yesterday when we were in executive ses- 
sion—unfortunately I was not here then—it was my understanding 
there were some questions posed which the committee would like to 
ask of Mr. Rothschild and anyone else who might be able to answer 
the questions. 

Mr. Allen, I do not know whether you have those questions noted 
or not. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman, my suggestion would be that Mr. Bon- 
ner and Mr. Dies lead off, because I think most of the doubts as to 
the sufficiency of the record were expressed in questions of theirs, al- 
though others had similar views. I think that is the most compre- 
hensive set of supplementary views that we might go after. 

Mr. Totierson. Mr. Bonner, we will turn Mr. Rothschild over to 
you. 

Mr. Bonner. Of course, I am not going to cross-question Mr. 
Rothschild. I have personally very high admiration for the gentle- 
man. 

Mr. Rothschild, as to your background, do you have any naval 
architectural experience ? 


STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, ADMINISTRATOR, MARI- 
TIME ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


Mr. Rornuscuitp. None whatever. 

Mr. Bonner. Any first-hand knowledge of the condition of these 
ships ? 

Mr. Roruscutp. I am not a naval architect, sir. I have never had 
any training in such fields. My only knowledge of it is from having 
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visited most. of the reserve fleets and having taken what amounts to 
little more than a superficial look at the ships. 

Mr. Bonner. Just like any other layman ¢ 

Mr. Rorriscui.p. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Dies. Pardon me, Mr. Bonner? In other words, as I under- 
stand it, he does not pretend to be qualified to testify with respect to 
the condition of these ships ¢ 

Mr. Bonner. That is what I mean. 

Mr. Rornscuiip. That is correct, Mr. Dies. 

Mr. Bonner. The information Mr. Rothschild would testify to is 
second hand. It is something someone else has told you; is that right i 

Mr. Roruscuipup. It is information that has been gotten together 
by various members of the staff. 

Mr. Bonner. And handed to you to present / 

Mr. RoruscHi.p. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, are the other members of the Board in a similar 
yosition ? 

Mr. Rornscuitp. There is only one other member, Mr. Upton, who 
s here on my left, and who has been with me on each inspection trip 
we have made. 

Mr. Bonner. Does Mr. Upton have qualifications which could justi 
fy his testify ing as to his personal knowledge of the condition of the 
ships ¢ 

Mr. Rornscuivp. | think it is fair to say that his experience and 
background in shipbuilding is about the equivalent of mine, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. There we are. Equivalent of the chairman’s exper 
lence, 

Mr. Dies. In other words, neither one of them is qualified ? 

Mr. Bonner. That is why I am asking that people come down here 
who know something about the fleet. 

Mr. Roruscninp. In anticipation of such a situation, we brought 
with us this morning, Mr. Bonner, Mr. John J. McMullen, who is the 
Chief of our Office of Ship Construction and Repair ; Mr. Earl 
Shulters, Chief of the Division of Ship Repair and Maintenance; but 
we did hot bring the gent lemen you asked for. We have just sent for 
them. Additionally we have Mr. Pimpler of our General Counsel’s 
Office; and Mr. Mooney, you sat on the Board which made the selec- 
tion with the Navy of the ships that are to be repaired. 

Mr. Bonner. How many fleets are there / 

Mr. Roruscuiip. There are eight, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Where are they located ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. One is in the Hudson River. One is in the James 
River. One is at Bay Minette, Ala., and one is at Beaumont, Tex., 
one is at Suisan Bay, San Francisco. One is at Olympia, and one is 
at Astoria, Oreg. 

Mr. Bonner. Has there been an estimate made of what the cost will 
be for towing these ships? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. ALLen. May I interject one question ? 

Is there not. a fleet at Wilmington, N. C.? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I left that one out; pardon me, sir. 

Would you like to have a breakdown of the towing cost, Mr. Bonner ? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. What will it cost? 


a 
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Mr. Roruscuimp. The towing cost will vary according to the fleets 
and according to the proximity of ship repair yards to those fleets. 
We estimate it will cost $12,833 per dip to tow from the Hudson 
River reserve fleet to Philadelphia, New York, Portland, or Boston 
and return. 

Mr. Bonner. $12,000 per ship? 

Mr. Roruscum. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. How many ships would you tow there ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. Out of that fleet there would be two ships. 

Mr. Bonner. Only two ships from that fleet ? 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. Only two ships; yes, sir. From the James River 
fleet-—— 

Mr. Bonner. How does it happen you just selected two ships from 
that fleet / 

Mr. Roruscuivp. The ships which have been selected total 205 in 
number. They are either ships which were naval auxiliaries during 
World War II and the Korean period or are now designated to be. 

Mr. Bonner. These ships were in use during the Korean war? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir; I am mistaken about that. The ships 
were not in use during the Korean war. These were naval auxiliaries 
in World War II, or they have since been designated by a joint com- 
mittee from the Navy and maritime to be naval auxiliaries for the 
next war. They happen to lie in these eight fleets simply by chance 
because they were put into the nearest fleets as they came back from 
war service. 

Mr. Bonner. So there are two in the Hudson fleet which would be 
towed / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Correct, sit 

Now, there are 88 in the James River fleet. 

Mr. Bonner. Two in the Hudson fleet and 88 in the James River 
fleet. Where would you tow them? What would it cost to tow the 
ships from the James River fleet i 

Mr. Rornuscuiww. The towing costs out: and back, and some inci- 
dental expenses in connection with it 

Mr. Bonner. The other was out and back, was it not, for the 
$12,000 # 

Mr. Roruscuiwp. Yes, sir. We estimate $20,000 per ship, which 
would include towing to Portland, Boston, New York, Philadelphia, 
Baltimore, Norfolk, Charleston, Savannah, or Jacksonville. 

Mr. Bonner. $20,000 per ship. What does that total amount to? 

Mr. Roruscuip. $1,760,000 for those 88 ships. 

Mr. Bonner. For towing 4 

Mr. Rornscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. After you have them in the drydock do you know 
what you are going to have done when you get them there ? 

Mr. Dies. Pardon me. W hy not finish up your line of inquiry ? 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Dries. You have 88 ships. Let us go down the line. 

Mr. Bonner. What is the next fleet / 

Mr. Roruscnump. The next is the Wilmington Fleet. There are 
two ships there. The estimated towing cost to the same ports as 
the James River fleet would be $21,600. 

Mr. Bonner. Per ship 
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Mr. Roruscump. Per ship; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. You are going to tow those from where to where # 

Mr. Roruscump. From Wilmington, N. C., fleet to Portland, Bos- 
ton, New York, Philadelphia, Baltimore, Norfolk, Charleston, Savan- 
nah, or Jacksonville. 

Mr. Bonner. And it would cost $21,000 4 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. You are going to tow how many / 

Mr. Roruscutto. Two of them, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. That would be $42,000 ? 

Mr. RoruscuILp. $43,200 to be exact. 

Mr. Bonner. $43,000. Now, what is the next one / 

Mr. Rorus HILD. From the Mobile fleet to Mobile, New Orleans, 
Galveston, Beaumont. or Houston and return: a total of 21 ships at 
an estimated cost of $15,100 per ship, or a total of $317,100. 

Mr. Bonner. $317,000 4 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. Now, from the Beaumont, Tex., reserve 
fleet. to Beaumont. Galveston, Houston, Mobile. or New Orleans, a 
total of 11 ships at an estimate of $14,420 per ship, or a total of 
$158,620. 

From the Suisan Pay fleet— 

Mr. Bonner. Just where is that? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. As San Francisco, sir. 

To the shipyards in the San Francisco area and return, a total 
of 38 ships at an estimated cost of $11.350 per ship, or a total of 
S43 1.000, 

Also from that same fleet to the Seattle area and return, a total of 
19 ships at a towing cost of $80,650 per ship. 

Mr. Bonner. $80,000 per ship / 

Mr. Rorusciuip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. How many of them 4 

Mr. Roruscuinp. 19 ships. 

Mr. Bonner. How much does that cost ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. $1,532,235. 

Mr. Bonner. $1,532,000 4 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sin 

Krom the Astoria fleet to the Portland area, a total of 10 ships at 
$15,200 per ship, or $152,000, 

Mr. Bonner. $152,000. 

Mr. Rornscuiwp. From the Olympia reserve fleet to the Seatue 
area and return, a total of 14 ships at an estimated cost of $12,450 
per ship, or a total of $174,300. 

The total towing costs, therefore, would be $4.594.421, or an avei- 
age cost pel ship of $22.412. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you know what is the difficulty with eacn one 
of these individual ships ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir: we do not. These ships in common witn 
other ships in the reserve fleet came back into the fleets at the end 
of World War II in whatever condition they happened to be in and 
were put into the fleets without survey. They came back so fast 
and the cost of surveying would have been so substantial that they 
were put back into the fleets without survey. 
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However, we do have a pretty good experience in connection with 
the 800 to 900 ships which we broke out for the Korean war. We 
know substantially that if we apply those same figures—the figures 
of our experience for that breakout—to these ships, that we will 
come up with about this situation: About half of the ships will 
have suffered heavy damage, about 30 percent of the ships will have 
suffered light damage, and about 20 percent of the ships will have 
only nominal maintenance due on them as a result of ordinary wear 
and tear. 

Mr. Bonner. What is heavy damage ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Heavy damage covers a lot of possibilities, such 
as collisions, such as damage to the hulls because of groundings 1n 
connection with landings. such as battle damage, and such as storm 
damage. 

Mr. Bonner. You can see the battle damages. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. In some cases you can. If it is above water. If 
it is below water you cannot, sr. 

Mr. Bonner. What does it cost you to maintain them? I will 
ask you first: How many employees are in the section of your depart- 
ment that has supervision over the reserve fleet and their main- 
tenance? What is the annual cost there’ What is the character 
of the people in the department ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The annual cost is about $7 million for the main- 
tenance of the more than 2,000 ships in the fleet, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. What type of people are employed to maintain the 
fleet and supervise it? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. There are all sorts of technicians employed, 
First of all, we maintain a 24-hour watch over all the fleets, and ther re 
are watchmen and security people. 

Besides that each fleet has a fleet captain and an assistant and the 
crews are pretty largely made up of laborers who app ily the pre- 
servative paints and keep the vessels in minimum stand-by condition. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you have marine engineers attached to this agency 4 

Mr. Roruscump. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. What do they do in all this? What do the marine 
engineers doé Do the y eXamuine these ships per iodic ally ¢ ¢ 

Mr. Roruscutip. May I ask Mr. McMullen, the Chief of our Office 
of Ship Construction and Repair, to answer that / 

Mr. Bonner. You do not know that? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I do not know precisely: no, sir. 

Mr. BONNER. W hat do the rest ot the emp plovees ao 4 You do hot 
know that, because you do not have supervision or any direct con 
nection with 1 

Mr. Roruscuiip. In our inspections, Mr. Bonner, we have been 
very much impressed with the fact that an excellent job is being done 
on the maintenance side in connection with all these ships within the 
limits of the work force that we have obtainable under the money 
that has been allowed us. It so happens that we have not had enough 
money to keep up our maintenance schedules on the best possible basis. 
Therefore. we are behind time in our reeurring maintenance in most 
of. the fleets. 

Mr. Bonner. Is there a monthly report made from the fleet man- 
ager as to the condition of the individual ships, or what goes on in 
the basin where the fleet is anchored ? 
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Mr. Roruscuip. We have very extensive records of the condition 
of the ships and work that is done period-by-period. 

Mr. Bonner. How much did you spend on this electrification to 
prohibit the corrosion of the hulls and so forth? 

Mr. Roruscuttp. We do not have those figures with us. May I fur- 
nish them for the record? 

Mr. Bonner. Was it not more than $1 million which was spent 
on that # 

Mr. Roruscuiip. There has been a substantial amount of money 
spent in installing that. 

Mr. Bonner. That is what we asked yesterday. We asked you and 
your staff to come down with assistants and records so that we could 
get the full facts about this reserve fleet. 

Mr. Roruscuip. I think I have the answers to all the questions 
which it was indicated might be asked, and that one happened not 
to be among them, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. Now, are these ships so that they have to be pumped? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Only in case one of them would spring a leak. 

Mr. Bonner. Do you have any experience on that? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Occasionally some of the ships do take some 
water ; yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. What percentage of them ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Oh,a very small percentage, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. That does not indicate any severe overall damage to 
the hulls of these ships? 

Mr. Roruscump. You are talking now about the 2,100 ships in the 
fleet ? 

Mr. Bonner. I am talking about what the records show. I am only 
asking. Iam not talking. Iam only asking. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The records show a very few of them leak, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. When they were put in were they put in with the 
mothballing which the appropriation was made for ? 

Mr. Roruscninp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Have any of them been opened up recently to see what 
the conditions are ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Those ships which came out and were used dur- 
ing the Korean War were not only opened up, but all necessary work 
was done on them to put them in first-class operating condition before 
they were sent out. Beyond that no work has been done except nor- 
mal routine maintenance work. 

Mr. Bonner. All the ships that you planned to put in shipyards 
under this program were in the Korean War? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. None of them were in the Korean War. 

Mr. Bonner. I am glad you corrected that. None of them were 
in the Korean War? 

Mr. Rornscuip. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. All of them are of what type? 

Mr. Roruscuip. They are of varying types, sir. Shall I give you 
a list of the types ! 

Mr. Bonner. Yes, I think that would be well. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Sixteen of them are of the VC-2-SAP2 type, 
which is the slow Victory ship. 

60 of them are of the fast Victory-ship type. 
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12 of them are C—+4’s, the large cargo vessels. 

42 of them are AP A’s and AKA’s, which are naval auxiliaries. 

2 of them are distilling ships. 

46 of them are seagoing tugs. 

8 of them are coastal tankers. 

2 of them are troop ships. 

Mr. Bonner. Coastal tankers ? 

Mr. Rornscntnp. Besides that there are 17 Liberties. 

Mr. Bonner. You say coastal tankers? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. How long have they been in there ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. How long have they been in the fleet: 

Mr. Bonner. Yes. 

Mr. Roruscuivp, Since the end of World War II, sir. They are 
small tankers. 

Mr. Bonner. They are the tankers we have been told recently would 
be of no great value? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. They are T-1 tankers; the small coastwise tankers, 
They have a use for coastwise operations but not point-to-point opera- 
tions. 

Mr. Bonner. They were mothballed in the Korean War? 

Mr. Rornscui. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Do your records show any specific case where you 
have examined a ship and know exactly what is the problem with it ? 

Mr. Roruscump. None of these ships has been drydocked since 
World War II, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. When you tow this ship to the drydock you just tow 
it up there and tell the company to take it, overhaul it, and charge 
you for it and return it? 

Mr. Rornscuiip. No, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. What do you do? 

Mr. Roruscnitp. We sent it to the drydock and have a survey made 
to see what is needed in the way of repairs. Then if we concur with 
the findings we ask for bids for that work. 

Mr. Bonner. After it is in a specific place? 

Mr. Rornscnuizp. After it has been examined and we know the 
nature and extent of the damage. 

Mr. Bonner. Of course you would have to pay that, because the 
cost would be prohibitive to move it somewhere else, if the work could 
be done more economically ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We plan to tow these for surveys only to those 
areas where there are qualified ship repair people in numbers sufficient 
to give us competitive bids. 

Mr. Bonner. You mean the ship is drydocked before it is surveyed ? 
It has to be drydocked ? 

Mr. Roruscuirp. It has to be drydocked to be surveyed; yes, sir 

Mr. Bonner. There is no way the ships can be surveyed as is? 

Mr. Rornuscuitp. There would be no way of determining under- 
water damage, for one thing, sir. There would be no way of examin- 
ing tail shafts and propellers except by drydocking. 

Mr. Bonner. When the ships were turned in, was there not any 
history or record of the ships? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Only in a most superficial sort of way. 
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Mr. Bonner. In all this time with the maritime engineers and so 
forth, what have they been doing to ascertain the condition of the 
fleet 2 

Mr. Roruscutip. They have been ascertaining what was visible to 
the eye from an inspection short of drydocking, sir. 

‘These estimates are prepared in keeping with the work that has 
been done by them plus the experience which we had in taking the 
several hundred ships out for the Korean War. 

Mr. Bonner. All these ships are cataloged, are they not? 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bonner. As to their history and the service they render and 
so forth / , 

Mr. Roruscuiip. They have a complete listing. 

Mr. Bonner. Have you gone over the catalog listing to ascertain 
What injury the ship may have received ? 

Mr. Roruscurp. A very careful review of the ships has been made, 
Mr. Bonner, by a technical committee composed of members of the 
Maritime Administration staff and the Navy. 

Mr. Bonner. Give us an example of what they found. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Perhaps the gentlemen who are coming over will 
have some of that information, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. I will rest until they come. 

Mr. Totterson. Mr. Dies, did you have any questions? 

Mr. Dies. Mr. Rothschild, as 1 understand it now, what you pro- 
pose to do is to take the ships that are naval auxiliaries, the ones used 
for that purpose in World War II, and the ones you have since 
designated for that use; is that right? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Dries. 205 of them? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. You are going to tow those ships to Navy Yards? 

Mr. Roruscump. No. 

Mr. Dies. I mean, to private yards ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. To private yards. 

Mr. Dies. To private yards ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dirs. How are you going to determine which private yard it 
will be? Let us say that in a given area you have 4 or 5 competitive 
yards. How are you going to determine which one of them to tow 
the ship to in order to make the survey to determine whether it needs 
anv work / 

Mr. Rornscuitp. Mr. Dies, in many of these areas where there are 
several ship repair yards, only 1 or 2 of them will have drydocking 
facilities. That pretty much takes care of itself. 

Mr. Dies. It limits it? 

Mr. Roruscutnp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dries. Then you will select 1 of the 2. Would it not likely be 
the nearest one é 

Mr. Roruscuttp. It would likely be the nearest one and the best- 
equipped one. 

Mr. Dies. So you will tow the ship to that yard and put it in dry- 
dock. Now, who is going to survey that ship on behalf of the Govern- 
ment ¢ 
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Mr. Roruscuitp, The operators of the drydock plus our own 
people. 

Mr. Dres. You are going to have your own people present 4 

Mr. Roruscump. Right, sir. 

Mr. Dies. To actually survey the ship. You are not going to depend 
on What the shipyard says as to the damages and the needed repair ; 
is that right ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. They might be a little too keen about 
some work there. 

Mr. Dies. What type of men would you have to survey the ships? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. ‘The marine surveyors 

Mr. Dies. Marine surveyors ¢ 

Mr. Rornuscuiip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. They are employees of your department ? 

Mr. Roruscui.p. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dries. Would they make their survey at the same time the 
survey was made by the drydock officials or employees ? 

Mr. Roruscutiip. Yes, sir. 

Dr. Dizs. They would make them jointly ? 

Mr. Roruscutip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dries. And they would determine, would they, exactly what re- 
pairs are needed ¢ 

Mr. Rornuscuivp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. And they would submit that to you? 

Mr. Roruscritp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. They would file a report with you and you would have 
a written report / 

Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. Based on that report, if we concurred 
that all those repairs were necessary, we would then advertise for bids 
in that area 

Mr. Dies. And leave it to the highest bidder ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Leave it to the lowest bidder. 

Mr. Dies. I mean the lowest bidder. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is right. 

Mr. Dies. I was thinking about selling something. 

Then, after you would make the contract you would award the 
contract. Who would supervise the repairs on behalf of the Govern- 
ment ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuivp. These marine surveyors who had made the orig- 
inal survey and were members of our staff. 

Mr. Dies. They would survey it ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dries. How would you pay for it? Would you pay for it after 
the work was completed ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I can be corrected on this, but I think the practice 
is that it is partially paid for as the work goes along, and a part of 
the payment is withheld until final inspection, at which time the bal- 
ance is settled. 

Mr. Dries. A certain percentage of it would be withheld? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. That. is right. 

Mr. Dies. Until completion of the repair ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes. 
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Mr. Dies. You would then get a report again from the marine sur- 
veyors advising you that the contract had been fulfilled; is that right / 

Mr. Roruscuivp. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Dies. And you would keep records of that in your department ? 

Mr. Rornsc itp. We have precise and extensive records on all 
sorts of repair operations. 

Mr. Dies. They would be in the nature of inspectors rather than 
surveyors ¢ 

Mr. Roruscnivp. That is the trade name for them, sir. 

Mr. Dres. Surveyors / 

Mr. Roruscui.p. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. After you had received a report from them certifying 
that the work had been completed satisfactorily, you would pay the 
balance of the money / 

Mr. Roruscui.p. Correct, sir. 

Mr. Dres. Let us assume you get some ships there that do not. need 
any repair after you have surveyed nee What would you do then / 

Mr. Rorrscuiip. That can hardly be the case, Mr. Dies, These 
ships went back into the reserve fleets on their return from World 
War IT and had been running under wartime conditions which meant 
that they did not receive ordinary and good maintenance, so that in 
every case there will be something. 

Mr. Dries. You feel there will be some work done ? 

Mr. Roruscnuiip. That is correct. 

Mr. Dries. But it might be confined simply to painting and clean- 
ing the ship? 

Mr. Roruscutrp. There will be no painting on these ships, sir. 
This is only work which will make them available. 

Mr. Dres. There will be no painting at all? 

Mr. Rormscnirp. No, sir. 

Mr. Dres. I see. Exactly what do you propose to do to the ships? 
Do ~~ just repair them and put them in the same condition they 
were before they received the damages? 

You have 205 ships. What are you going to do with them? 

Mr. Rornscuiiy. We do not know the condition of these ships until 

efter they have been drydocked, but we suspect—— 

Mr. Dries. Right there, before I leave that, are you sure, Mr. Roths- 
child, that there is no way you can make a survey of those ships 
before you tow them? Ts there no way known to your marine engi- 
neers that the ships can be surveyed and some estimate made of what 
condition the ships are in? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Certain parts of the survey might be done where 
they now are, Mr. Dies. 

Mr. Dres. Do you propose to make that survey ? 

Mr. RornscniLD. No, sir. 

Mr. Dres. You are not going to make any effort insofar as you are 
able to survey whatever you can before you begin to tow the ships? 

Mr. Rornscattp. Tt would be more costly, in our judgment. to do 
it that way and then to do the underwater survey than to do it all at 
one time. 

Mr. Dries. You think in the end it would be cheaper to tow the 
ships and put them in drydocks before you begin the survey ? 

Mr. Roruscuimp. Whatever work is necessary will have to be done 
in ship repair vards. 
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Mr. Dies. I understand that. 
Mr. Roruscuitp. The towing will have to be done in any event. 
‘The surveying would be more costly if done partially at the fleet 


and partially at the drydock than if done all together at one 


time. 

Mr. Dies. So then you are not going to have any preliminary sw 
vevV. If this bill is passed then thi thing Vou Wilt Go s begin to tow 
th, ] 2 : 
tT} 1} S ¢ 


eS 
Mr. 
Mr. Dies. You will get them all jn the drydocks. Of course, you 
CAnnNO { l ‘ | 
Mr. Roruscninp. No, sir. 

Mr. Dies. You would take them as needed. 

Mr. Roruscuitp., The bill presently calls for this work to be done 
iuthority to cd 

Mr. Dirs. Do vou recommend an amendment to it, extending the 


na year, which is probably too fast. We should probably have the 


»this in 2 years rather than in 1 vear 


/ 


Tl) to 4% years 


Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 


Mr. Dies. You feel, in other words, a year would be too mucel 


ol ! h in order to do the job well 

Mr. Rorusciiup. And it would not be of the ereatest service to 
the ship repal ind Str pecu e if Wo a men i buildup for a 
hort period of time and then perhaps another drought of work, 


( 
Mr. Dies. Could you get as gor da deal if you tried to stack it. 
s 1f you trie 
vou could if it were extended over a 2-vear period / 
Mr. Roruscuip. Probably not. 
Mr. Dirks. Al] right. Let us vet back to the fact that you are 
volng to Tow the ship. It is vOINg into the drydock. You are going 


a dto hurry the thing / Could vou vet as good a dea a 


to survey it with vour men and determine what should be cone, 
What do vou spe fically conte nplate dome in addition to actual 
repalrs ¢ [ can understand you repair anything that has gone Wrong. 


l 


Is there any other work in connection with the ship you have in 


Mr. Roruscuitp. None, 

Mr. Dies. None whatever. 

Mr. Rornmscnuitmp. None, sir. 

Mr. Dies. It is a straight repair job? You will replace whatever 
is on the ship that is so damaged it cannot be repaired: is that right ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Except in the case of 17 of the 205 ships, on which 
it IS proposed to do rather extensive work fo. conversion for the 
Navy's use on a classified project. 

Mr. Dies. On a what ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. On a classified project of the Navy. 

Mr. Dirs. You have 17 ships you do propose to convert ? 

Mr. Rornuscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. Is that to be done with the money provided in this bill? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. That will be a straight conversion job / 

Mr. Roruscnuimp. Yes, sir. That would include repairs, of course. 

Mr. Dies. Surely: it would include repairs. But outside of the 
17, all the other 205 will be strictly repair jobs ¢ 
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Mr. Roruscuip. Yes, sir. And these repairs will not include any 
repairs to the crews’ quarters or accommodations or galleys or any- 
thing like that, that might have to be done again. These are mechani- 
cal and hull and cargo-gear repairs. 

Mr. Dies. In other words, what you think will last for some time ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Correct, sir. They will be in the nature of per- 
manent repairs. 

Mr. Dies. Anything that might have to be done, say in 6 months 
or 12 months, you do not contemplate doing ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuinp. None of that will be done, sir. 

Mr. Dies. Not in that connection / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. 

Mr. Dies. Can you take care of those repairs by your own force? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No,sir. 

Mr. Dies. Do you have any facilities whatever for repairs ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. No, sir. 

Mr. Dies. Or personnel? That would have to be done when you 
vet the ship ¢ 

Mr. Roruscninp. That is right, sir, but the time for doing those 
would be at a minimum, because all the major repairs would have 
been done prior to that time. 

Mr. Diss. Now let us get back to the need for this thing. What 
is the reason that you want this bill? What is the real reason? 

Is it to furnish work in these shipyards? Is that primarily what 
you have in mind? Or is there a real present need for the repair? 

I will not say “present need” but “real need” from the standpoint 
of national defense to repair these ships. 

Rormscuitp. These 205 ships either already have been or will 
be converted to naval auxiliaries, and the Navy is depending on these 
205 ships for its use during the initial mobilization period. 

Mr. Harr. May I ask you to raise your voice a bit, Mr. Rothschild ? 

Mr. Roruscnuitp. Excuse me, sir. 

The Navy is depending on these ships for use during the initial 
mobilization period. 

Mr. Dres. What do you have to support that? Is there anyone 
here to verify the fact that you people sts ite that? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, indeed, sir. 

Mr. Dies. That is regarded as necessary to national defense 

Mr. Roruscuivp. These ships have been chosen by a joint Maritime- 
Navy committee for uses which the Navy has designated. 

Mr. Dies. The 205? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. So that they will form a very important part of our 
national defense / 

Mr. ROTHSCHILD. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dres. Is that right? 

Mr. Roruscutitp. When your chairman, in company with Senators 
Saltonstall and Butler, was at the White House yesterday, the Presi- 
dent was considerably concerned over the fact that—— 

Mr. Dries. He stated that. 

Mr. Roruscuitp (continuing). These ships on which we were de- 
pending were in shape where they were not immediately usable. 


? 
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Mr. Dies. The chairman advised us about that yesterday. So that 
all the 205 ships you feel there is a need for repair of for national 
defense purposes / 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes, sir. There is also a need to furnish work 
for the ship repair yards so that the skills which are available in 
those yards shall not be dissipated. 

Mr. Dirs. And you base your belief that these ships need to be 
repaired upon your prior experience when the ships were taken 
out in the Korean war: is that right ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuiip. We base the estimated extent of the repairs neces- 
sary on our experience. 

Mr. Dies. Were these ships that you took out the same sort of ships, 
with the same experience / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We took out ships including naval auxiliaries. 
We also took out dry cargo vessels and tankers and all types of ships, 
of course, for the Korean war. 

Mr. Dies. How long had they been laid up when you took them out ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Since the end of World War II, 

Mr. Dies. From when 4 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Since the end of World War II. 

Mr. Dies. Of course these 205 ships have been laid up longer than 
those. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, si 

Mr. Dres. So if the same amount of deterioration takes place these 
ships would be in worse condition than the ones you took out; is that 
right 

Mr. Roruscuitp. E xcept that there has been little deterioration as 
a result of their being laid up. Whatever repairs are necessary are 
occasioned by the fact that they sustain damage in use or in normal 
wear and tear while they were in use. 

Mr. Suettey. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Dries. Yes. 

Mr. Suetiey. The point you make, Mr. Rothschild, is that when 
they were laid up they were laid up without being put in condition 
aut that time / 

Mr. Roruscuiip. They were laid up just as they came back from 
the war, Mr. Shelley. 

Mr. Dies. Do you not have some program for preserving them ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We do have a program for preserving them, but 
they were preserved in the condition in which they were received 
back from war service. 

Mr. Dies. Now, the history of each one of these ships will show 
whether they had any trouble at the time they were laid up. Would 
there not be something in your records when the ship was laid up to 
disclose what condition the ship was in at that time? If the hull was 
bad, or if the mac ‘hine ry Was bad, woul | you hot have some recora 
showing that fact ? 

Mr. Roruscuiip. Yes, I think we would. 

Mr. Dies. Have you made any search of those records, or are you 
prepared to file any re port of wh: it those records disclose ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. The records that we have are quite incomplete. 
They are reports from masters and chief engineers, and are not really 
first-class surveys. 


~ 
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Mr. Dres. But the masters, the engineers, and those on board the 


ci who probably i} id peen Ol board ror several years before 


f uid the ship up. should be in a position to report to you lust 
ndition the ship was in when they laid it up 
Mr. Roruscnitp. Well, you know the war was over at that time, 
e ryvone \ 1 hum to get everything done, to forget the 
cl let us ¢ back to normal, so that we do not have good records. 
Mr. Dies. W you say good records, what you really mean is that 
rece j 


Mr. Roruscuitp. No. w have some records, but they are incon 


Mr. Divs. And they would not be of any value? 
Ii Ri | ITLD \ ( Live no. $1} 
Mh Dirs. So, the nee for this 1s largely 1 dicated upon you 
Y) oo) ry or / 
Mir it ruscuiLtp. The extent of the repairs needed is estimated on 
t hve of our prior expert e: Vt SII 
Mr. Dirs. You feel that by doing this repair work now you can 
( out ! e) I f 1 year and in get the work done at 
er cost and keep from stacking the work up in case of an 
arg 4 
Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir, that 1s correct, and we will be that much 
ahaa ease of an emeree} vy. timewlse 
Mr. Sueenan. Mr. Chairman, 1 would like to ask a question. 
The CHatrMan. Mr. Sheeh 
Mr. Sureman. Mr. Rothschild, following the line of the question 
rought up bv Mr. Dies. vou stated that. 1 your opinion, we need 
ese */{ »shins for thenat onal defense effort. 


Mr. Roruscuintp. Yes, su 
Mr. Sueruan. And you stated that the Navy agrees that they do 


| these 2:05 ships as auxiliary ships 2 


Mr. Roruscnuinp. Yes 


1) 


Mr. SuHeenan. So that there is no question in the Navy’s mind 


it thev do need these 205 sh ps now for the national defense effort ¢ 
Mr. Rorimscuitp. We need every ship we have in the reserve fleet 
us mort 

\l SHEFHAN Yes, but we need these 205 ships now at the pres 
nt time 


Mr. Rorusciinp. That is correct, but there are boys from the Navy 


rere who can testify better on that than I can. 


Mr. Sueenan. We talked vesterday in the committee about this 


being a WPA project, and I might say that I am heartily in agree 
ment with it. It isa WPA project in the sense that the shipyards at 
the present time are out of work, and if work is not supplied to them by 


one means or another we are voing to lose many of the skilled workers 


] 
i 


? 


r) 


to keep these shipyards roing 


1 


the shipbuilding industry, so that besides contributing to the 


ational defense effort. if this meets with the approval of the com- 
Mm 


ittee, we can then give the shipyards some work immediately. What 


the feeling of your Department on that: do you have enough work 
’ 


Mr. Roruscuitp. There is no doubt that we need not only ship 


building yards, but ship repair yards, and all of this work would 
be done in ship repair yards. The skills which are available in those 
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yards are as much a part of the defense effort as the tools with which 
we hoeht a war. 

Mr. Sueenan. That is what I personally want to know. 

Mr. Rornuscuitp, This is not a WPA project in that it is a leaf 
raking or a boondoggling sort of enterprise. We estimate that it 
would cost 45 percent more to do this same work under the stress 
of wartime conditions that it would at the present time. It is there 
fore an economical thing to do as well as being a good and wise step 
for easier, better and quicker mobilization. as Well as retaining those 
very necessary skills in the ship repair vards and the shipbuilding 
yards which we shall need so badly should there come a war. 

Mr. Surenan. In other words, like the Navy goes out to sea 
On naneuvers and the Army Has maheuvers ih Various parts of the 
country, we also have to keep these skills in shipbuilding and repau 
ing and facilities for the war effort. is that right / 

Mr. Rovris HILD. Indeed we do have to. 

Mr. Sueenan. Then the thought | presented s if that is neces 
sary, and some of the Congressmen yesterday also thought, so that we 
should vo to the Congress and tell them coldly and bluntly that story, 
that besides being necessary fot the defense effort we need to keep these 
skills going, and that we could very readily sell the Congress on that 
particular thought. Do you not think that could also be done ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. TI think that would be a very helpful factor in 
vetting this legislation established and in getting the money for it. 

Mr. Sueenan. That is right. In other words, like we are stock- 
piling strategic materials from all over the world and keeping them for 
our reserve, we are also stor kpil g these shipbuildi yy skills. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We must stockpile human skills which are just 
“us necessary as any stockpiling of materials. 

Mr. SHEEHAN, You mentioned part of thi woul be surveys ol 
the shipbuilding needs by piling this material up for a short period 
of time. You objected to the time suggested and thought it would 
be too fast. but we on the committee feel that this has to be done 


right away because we need to keep these skills going LOO percent 


because if the Gov rhinent does not provide work in the shipyards 
somewhat faster the boilermakers, the riveters, and everybody else 
will vo out of the shipyards to other places, sso, by speeding it up 
ure e not better off in vetting this going right away / 


M Roruscuitp. I feel that if we are compelled to do it all in 1 
vear it will mean the present staffs will have to be expanded. 

Mr. Sueenan. The statfs? 

Mr. Roruscutinp. I do think the repair vard staffs will have to 
be expanded to get th work done i the t me | mit 
Mr. Suerenan. Are they below the minimum they set? You said 


they 1 eed 36.000 emplovees. 


Mr. Roruscritp, That was in shipbuilding. 

Mr. Drs. \\ hy could not we give a Z-vear pel iod and trust to their 
iudoement as to the rapidity with which the work she uld be done ¢ 
Why put them in a straitjacket of 1 year? 

Mr. Roruscninp. That is all right with me. The only point I want 
to make is the need is immediate. 
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Mr. Dies. I assume your chief purpose would be to try to keep 
these repair crews intact in the shipyards, would it not ‘ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. That is correct. We hope to get this work accom- 
plished in as short a time as — le, but we think that it would be 
more flexible if we had 2 years in which to do it, instead of being 
compelled ae it in 1 year. 

Mr. Surenan. The point I make there, Mr. Rothschild is I will 
agree with you that 2 years would be better, but I assume, in the 
discretion of your Department, you would attempt to get at it as 
fast as possible so that you would not lose the services of these skilled 
men who are working in the Vi ards. 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We would attempt to get the ships into the yards 
as rapidly as possible. 

Mr. Boykin. I do not think you have enough dry docks to get all 
of these ships in at once. You would have to build other dry docks 
for that purpose. We have the best one in the world at Mobile. 
This man has the next best one to the one at Mobile. You could use 
all of the men who know how to do this work because we would have 
only so many dry docks. We would put the ships on dry docks, and 
we would keep all of these men working. We have 19,000 men in 
the Alabama Dry Dock & Shipbuilding Co. What do you think 
about it, Mr. Robeson? I would like to ask him for his opinion. 

Mr. Ropeson. Mr. Chairman, I have one question. If you have 
to complete this in 1 year in order to comply with the legislative 
requirement you may have to go into overtime in order to get the 
work done in 1 year, and it would add to your cost if you actually 
try to complete it in 1 year. 

Mr. Roruscuity. According to the figures given to use by Mr. 
Sanford, there are presently employed about 18,000 people in the 
ship repair industry. We hope to let this work out with such speed 
as to keep that 18,000 people at a reasonable level and not to let it 
go below this present figure and on the other hand not to expand it 
beyond the maximum expansion which is necessary to do this work. 

Mr. Roseson. That leads you to the conclusion that a more flexible 
time limit would be advantageous / 

Mr. Roruscutmp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Denaney. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Delaney, do you have a question / 

Mr. Detanry. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

I just want to clear up this thought: If this proposed action does 
not take place eventually, this entire fleet will amount to just so 
much junk. How long can a ship remain in moth balls and be useful 
for service later ? 

Mr. Roruscuivp. I do not think that anyone could answer that 
question, but by reason of the maintenance procedures that we have 
established there is very little deterioration in the ships. However, 
they do not get any better. They are just as badly off as they were 
the day they came back into the reserve fleet. 

Mr. Devaney. They would be antiquated in 10 or 20 years more. 
Would it not be good insurance to have such a program to do so much 
of this repair work each year, and at least have a token fleet ready to 
sail at any time ?/ 


EMERGENCY SHIP REPAIR ACT 63 


Mr. Roruscui. I agree most heartily with you, sir, and this, we 
hope, would be the start of such a program. 

Mr. De.aNney. In this atomic age the ty te 1] us that time is one of 
the most important elements of all. What good are these ships if it 
takes a year or 2 or 3 years to put them in repair? 

Mr. RornscHitp. They are certainly less useful than if they are 
immediately available. 

Mr. De.taney. Then would it not be good insurance to keep a cer 
tain number of these ships in first-class order ready to sail almost 
overnight ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We think eventually all of the ships in the reserve 
fleet for the Navy will be needed. They should be in such shape as to 
be almost immediately usable. 

Mr. Devaney. Should be re: ady for immediate use 

Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, sir 

Mr. Devaney. This should be a continuous program and not a one 
shot proposition ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuttp. That is correct. 

Mr. Kroeu. I would like to ask one question, Mr. Administrator. 
The statement was made that these ships were moth balled in an as 
was condition. You have no quarrel with the decision to do that at 
the time it was done, have you ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I am not familiar enough with the reasons behind 
it, Mr. Keogh, to have an opinion on that. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Chairman. 

The CHairMan. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Atten. There are a couple of things that you mentioned, Mr. 
Rothschild, that I think might be followed up. You gave a number 
of detailed estimates with regard to the work to be done. Did you 
ever give the total detailed estimates ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I think I gave only estimates on the towing, Mr. 
Allen. 

Mr. ALLEN. I presume that you have some estimates on other phases 
of the work that you expect to ‘have ac ‘complished. 

Mr. RoruscHILp. Yes, we do a sir. 

Mr. Auten. What is the total of the detailed estimates? 

Mr. Roruscutip. Shall I break this down or just give the total 

Mr. ALLEN. Just the total figure, whatever it is. 

Mr. Roruscnuitp. The total figure is $39,100,000. 

The Cuarrman. Will you insert the detail at that point in the 
record ¢ 

Mr. RoruscuHitp. Yes, sir 
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The matter referred to is as follows:) 


lo 
: cent of f 
hip : 
} 
} 
$30) My Se 0, O 
000] 00, OOO 
yi 10 
315, OO 
yy 1, 390, OOO 
{ i 
yo 4 90, OOO 
( » ) 40, OO0 
3 ) 140. 000 
4 0 130, 00 
000 72 100 
10, OOO RO, OOO 
730, 000 32, 890, 00K 


+ mV 
HOO, OOM 
1 s 
. $50, OOO 
6, 150, 000 
9. 10 wh) 


Mr. ALLEN. Now, the appropriation requested to be authorized Is 
S45 million. Whiy is there that difference between the $39 million 
iwure and the requested approp! lation 7 

Mr. Roruscuitp. There the cost for the towing and the break 

¢ out and the return to the fleet. 

Mr. Auten. Then, the total of all of those items is what ? 

Mr. Roruscutip. $45 million. 

Mr. Auten. Even or within a few thousand / 

Mr. Roruscuitp. It is an estimate, it is an even estimate of $45 


Hh iQ] 


M ALLEN. How soon would the work be started if this bill were 


enn ted / 

Mr. Roruscuitip. Almost immediately. 

Mr. Auten. There is some ditlerence between the Senate version 
ot the bill al d the verslo! propo ed for the House. One provides a 
ly months’ period as against 6 months. With regard to that vou 
would prefer a 24-month limitation ? 


Mr. Roruscnuitp. Yes, su 

Mr. Auten. There is provision in the House bill that has to do 
with the contracts in section 4 under subdivision 4. and a different 
provision in the same section of the Senate bill. Can you tell which 
of those you preter ¢ 

The CrairMan. I wonder if the committee would remain long 
enongeh to hear Admu il Leggett. | do not believe his testimony 1S 
going to be lengthy, and I think we ought to have in the record some 
testimony from him with respect to the necessity for this work. 

Mr. Dies. If this work is necessary from the standpoint of national 


defense I would like to clear up this thought in my own mind: I 
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fear that in 4 or 5 vears all of these ships will be utterly valueless 
with the Russians improving their submarines and having faster 
ships that after we do all of this we may not have anything. That 1s 
just a question mark. I do not know the answer to that question, 
but from what I have read the Russians have the greatest submarine 
fleet, and they are faster, and we need faster ships. If we are going 
to do this in 4 or 5 years I think they may see they are of no account 
or of little value. 

Mr. Boykin. They are all we have, and we are going to use them 
until we get some more. . 

The (CHAIRMAN. Mr. Roths« hild,. Admiral Levoett has heen sitting 
here all morning waiting to testify. 

Mr. Harr. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask one question before 
Mr. Rothschild leaves the stand. 

The CHarrmMan. Excuse me, Mr. Hart. 

Mr. Harr. The statement of purpose as set forth in section 2 of 
this bill is that it is “to provide for the immediate improvement and 
modernization of needed merchant typ vessels in the reserve fleet.’ 

Now, Mr. Rothsehild. imagine somebody on the floor of the House 
defending this bill should be asked by another Member in the course 
of debate just what kind of modernization is contemplated to be 


achieved by this appropriat on, What reply would vou suggest be 
made ? 

Mr. Roruscutitp. I would suggest the word “modernization” as an 
unfortunate word, sir. It was part of the bill, as I understand it, 


as introduced by Senator Butler, and, as I say, this is not in any 
way a modernization program except for the conversion of the 17 
ships forthe Navy. 

Mr. Bonner. You testified in the Senate when they held hearings 
on this, did you not ¢ 

Mr. Rorusciinp. Yes. sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Why did vou not bring it to their attention then ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. I guess I was not just smart enough. 

Mr. Boykin. I have one further question, Mr. Chairman. 

Do you not think it would be a very food idea to put all of the 
figures in, Mr. Rothschild, because we are in such a hurry now and 
it would give us a chance to study the figures when we get the record 4 

The CHatrman. I have requested that they be included in the 
record. 

Mr. Bonner. Is Mr. Rothschild coming back, Mr. Chairman ? 

The CHarrMAN. Yes,sir. 

Mr. Bonner. Is it in the Senate bill that this applies to the Great 
Lakes? We have no reserve fleet in the Great Lakes, have we? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. No, sir. 

The CnarrmMan. May I suggest that we ask Mr. Rothschild further 
questions when he comes back. I would at least like to have a brief 
statement from Admiral Leggett in the record at this point. 

Mr. Bonner. We are going to have to answer a rolleall. 

The Cnarrmman. I would like to have Admiral Leggett testify for 
about 5 minutes at this time. 
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STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WILSON D. LEGGETT, JR., CHIEF OF 
BUREAU OF SHIPS, UNITED STATES NAVY 


Admiral Leecerr. Mr. Chairman, I appreciate that consideration. 
However, I doubt very much that I will get out of here in 5 minutes. 

The Cuarrman. You may or may not. If possible we want that 
to happen, but there are some questions the committee would want 
to have answered, and number one particularly is the Navy Depart- 
ment aspect of this program. As I understand from Mr. Rothschild, 
the Navy and the Maritime Administration representatives selected 
these ships on the basis that they were needed by the Navy for initial 
mobilization requirements, is that correct ? 

Admiral Leecerr. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. I do not know whether you participated in that, 
but 1f you did not, did you concur in it 4 

Admiral Leccerr. My Bureau did. 

The CHarrMan. Your Bureau did ¢ 

Admiral Lreacerr. Yes. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. Admiral Leggett, I presume that you have had some 
experience with shipbuilding ‘and ship repairing ? 

Admiral Leccerr. Slightly. 

Mr. Auten. Probably as much as or more than anybody else in the 
Navy. Is the procedure by which these estimates are being taken 
by the Maritime Administration a reasonable approach to this prob- 
lem, in your estimation, Admiral ? 

Admiral Leecerr. That procedure I am afraid I must approve of. 
That procedure, as I understand it is to have the ships surveyed and 
un estimate made of the repairs or work to be done. 

Mr. Auten. To tow them to a drydock, have them taken out of the 
water and surveyed and an estimate and specifications made of the 
repairs and the work to be done. 

Admiral Leecerr. We know of no other way in which it can he 
done. 

Incidentally, I think I might help to clear up some of the questions 
that seem to be in people's minds about the feasibility of repairing 
these ships at all. 

It is the same kind of a program that we have on our Naval Reserve 
fleet, and we have whi: at we c all a quinquennial overhaul schedule, 
which is that once every 5 years we take ships out of our reserve fleet 
on a5 year cycle and send them into private yards in which the sys- 
tem describe d by Mr. Allen is used for over haul. 

We have found that to be necessary for the same reasons given 
here for these ships, in that our reserve fleet ships were put into our 
reserve fleet units as they came back from the war by crews who were 
primarily interested in getting discharged. 

Actually, in a number of cases we did not even put the engines back 
together again. Some of them had been opened up and just left 
open on the floor plates. I know of two cases where that happened 
in Charleston, S. C., so that the ships were not in good condition. 

We are just about to complete the first cycle of overhauls on our 
reserve fleet ships, and after that cycle is completed we expect to 
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have either a longer cycle, or less work on the same cycle. That is 
under debate now as to how we will do that. 

We feel quite strongly that this group of ships which ts scheduled 
for use in any major eme rene y within the first 30 days of that emer- 
gency should definitely be overhauled right now while we have an 
opportunity to do it and the manpower and the facilities with which 
to undertake the work. 

Mr. Auten. Is there a need to maintain those shipyard facilities 
and skills, in your opinion, that is more pressing now than under the 
circumstances that have existed heretofore ? 

Admiral Leccerr. | hope that there will be some long-term solution 
of the shipbuilding and ship-repair problem which will appear on 
the horizon rs se If nothing like that is in sight, then it is 
foolish to try o keep an outfit alive another year or two. I per 
sonally feel thai at it Is a national necessity to maintain the ship-repair 
and shipbuilding industry in our country right now that certainly 
does need some help as I have previously testified before this com- 
mittee. 

The Cuarrman. I think the gentleman stated before this committee 
earlier this year to this effect, that the condition of our commercial 
shipyards promises to be the most vulnerable area of our whole 
national-defense effort. 

Admiral Leceetrr. Yes, sir; that is correct sir. 

The CHarrMan. And you still maintain that view, do you? 

Admiral Leacrerr. Yes, sir. As I told you at the time that is one 
man’s opinion. This shipbuilding and ship-repair business is in my 
particular charge, and certainly nobody can say today that it is in 
a healthy condition or a good condition, 

The Cuairman. It is the opinion of a man in whom we have a lot 
of confidence . 

Admiral Leccerr. Thank you, sir. 

Mr. Ropeson. Mr. Chairman, would it be proper to have Admiral 
Leggett express himself on this flexible time of 2 years being put in 
the legislation / 

The Cuarmman. Whether to try to do the work in one year or to 
give the Maritime Administration an additional year in which to 
have it done. 

Admiral Leceerr. I think it is desirable to have it done as quickly 
as possible in order to give the shipyards work as quickly as possible. 
However, there will unquestionably be types of ships In which this 
work will be extended beyond the 12 months’ period if it is to be 
begun economically. 1 can see where the Martime Administration 
might be given that much flexibility. 

Mr. SreLy-Brown. Do you wish to touch briefly on the point which 
was raised by Mr. Dies in his questions, that if we use this money, 
or spend the money on these ships repairing them in 2 years that 
because of their lack of speed they will not be worth very much to 
us anyhow / 

Admiral Leecerr. Mr. Dies, there are by far the best ships in our 
maritime reserve fleet. They are 16- or 1614-knot ships, which is 
not all we would like them to be, but certs ainly it is better than we 
had in previous world wars. We feel that they would be very fine 
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ships to have. We have no prospect of getting anything else, and 
ve are going to have a war we are going to need to have ships of 
this type in the first 90 davs of the emergen v. 

Mr. Bonner. If they are the best ships, why were they not taken 
out inthe Koreal war 2 d used # 

Admiral Leacerr. We did not have the large troop lifts in the 
Korean war that we would have in any world war, in a war of world 
proportions. 
~ Mr. Bonner. How many ships could be economically surveyed ¢ 

Phe CHamRMAN, May Lu terrupt fora moment. I notice that some 
of the members went to answer the quorum call. I think the com 
mitee should come in at 9:30 tomorrow mor! ne in the event the 
House meets early. 

NI m. Dx NNER. Adm ral, how mal \ ship can he economically sur 


iral Leaeerr. Do you mean working them into shape— 


i 


\ 

Mr. B In tl I": \ uld | CON ally 

‘il XONNER, hn this program how many couk ye economically 
We have inflated some in the last 2 vears, but I mean without further 
nflat on / 


Admiral Lecat Pr It IS not an easy question to answer, 


urveved so a ot to bring about further inflation in the industry ? 


Mr. Bonny] R But if isa quest Ol that I think we ought tO se riously 
OnSITde!l here bec alse it IS Hid that we have ended the war in) Korea 
ind now we have ended the war in Indochina, and SO it looks like 
we ave approachiy Yy peace if w hat is said is true, How Many could 
be economically surveyed, in connection with Mr. Robeson’s question, 
so as not to bring about the necessity of just causing unnecessary 
employment or inflation in this industry ? 

Admiral Leracerr. Any figure that I gave vou on it would be 
more of a guess than | like to give this kind of fH body. ] would 
like to furnish that information to you. 

Mr. Bonner. ‘The reason I ask that question is this, is it not fair 
to say that we have had a sample of this and see what the results 
are,andthen goon from it? Is not that fair? 

Admiral Leacerr. Yes, sir I think we are in a fair position to 
predict about what will come up, and it looks as though the Maritime 
estimates reflect that situation—I mean the estimates appear to us 
to be reasonable from our experience with our own reserve fleet. 

Mr. Bonner. Would 30, 40, or 50 ships be possible within the next 
6 months? 

Admiral Leeererr. Easily. 

Mr. Bonner. So it would be possible to have a fleet of 50? 

Admiral Lreacrrr. We have said that we could have done 100 in 
the next 6 months, including towing, drydocking, and surveying. 

Mr. Bonner. Including drydocking them and bringing them back ? 

Admiral Leacerr. Yes. 

Mr. Bonner. Would you not get some experience and learn some- 
thing from that first group? 

Admiral Leacetr. What we would have to do would be to open 
up the main machinery and inspect the bottoms and that kind of 
thing. It is very helpful if you have 1 or 2 ships of a type to have 
them go into a yard early because generally the same kind of machin- 
ery shortcomings run through the machinery plant. For instance, 
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in our own destroyers we find certain problems which are quite com 
parable 1h the maritime ships. We have found some boilers have 
been run salty, and you have to open up the boilers, and have to get 


there and inspect the tubes before you can find out. Now, that 


1) 
is not the nd ot work cenerally done by the maintenance crews on 
sh ps. [I do not want to hold this committee in se n now. 

Mr. Bonner. Are you going to have the Acmiral back, Mr. 
Chairman / 

Phe Cuatrrman. Would you like to question him further, Mr. 
Bol nel / 


Mir. Bonner. Yes, I have some more questions to ask him. 
\dmiral Leccerr. | would be very happy to come back. 


The Crainman. The committee will meet tomorrow morning at 


9:30 The House might come in early, and I think we better get 
here half an hour early tomorrow and meet at 9:30. 
Mr. Rothsehil , We would like to have vou come bac k. (Can you 


1 
come back Tomorrow Morning / 


Mr. Roruscuitp. Yes, I ean come back at anv time, Mr. Chairman. 


The CHarrMan. Suppose, Admiral, you come back at 9:30 so that 
Mr. Bonner can complete his questioning of you. Then we will put 
Mr. Rothschild on again. 

(Thereupon, at 10:20 a. m., the committee adjourned until tomo1 


row, Friday, July 23, at 9:30 a. m.) 
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FRIDAY, JULY 23, 1954 


Houser or REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON MERCHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D.C. 


EXECUTIVE SESSION 


The committee met, at 9:30 a. m., in the committee room of the 
House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, Thor C. Tollef- 
son (acting chairman) presiding. 

The CHatrMAN. The committee will come to order. Admiral, when 
we closed up shop ; veste rday you were seated where you are, and Mr. 
Bonner was questioning you. 


( NoTI Testimony of executive session was made public.) 


FURTHER STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WILSON D. LEGGETT, CHIEF 
OF THE BUREAU OF SHIPS, ACCOMPANIED BY CAPT. H. P. WEB- 
STER, USN, ASSISTANT DIRECTOR OF FIELD ACTIVITIES, BUREAU 
OF SHIPS, AND LT. COMDR. CAROLUS MAGNUS BLOOMFIELD, USN, 
MOBILIZATION PLANNING ASSISTANT 


Mr. Bonner. Mr. Chairman, a situation has now arisen that leads 
me further to believe that this is the most peculiar plece of legislation 
that I have ever spent this much time on in my life. 

I have the highest respect and regard for the admiral, and I know 
everything he says is true and sincerely said. 1 do sympathize, to a 
certain degree, with this legislation. I know something should be 
done, but on the face of it it is frankly admitted in this committee that 
this is make-work legislation, a form of WPA to keep ship workers 
on the job: and give then n employ ment. 

Here in the Evening Star under date of July 22 is an article headed, 
“11 Eastern Shipy ards Face Possible Strike of 24,000 Workers.” 

A possibility of strikes by 24,000 CIO workers faces 11 east coast shipyards. 

A union spokesman said yesterday a threatened strike against eight Bethle- 
hem Steel Co. yards—where the deadline is tomorrow midnight—might spread 
to two New York area yards of the Todd Shipbuilding Corp. and to the Mary 
land Drydock Co. in Baltimore, 

Contract negotiations have been going on here between representatives of 
sethlehem and the CIO Industrial Union of Marine and Shipbuilding Workers 
of America. Bethlehem normally is the pace setter in the industry’s labor re 
lations. 

TALKS ARE FRUITLESS 


The union spokesman said yesterday’s talks on wages and other issues were 
fruitless. Federal mediators continued efforts to bring about an agreement. 
There was no public comment by the company. 
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Che union spokesman said members of the union at the Maryland Drydock Co. 

d authorized a strike for as early as tomorrow at 8 a. m. He said Todd 
kers at a Brook yn yard also had authorized a strike 

Workers at Todd’s yard in Hoboken, N. J., voted last night to authorize a 


lhe Todd strike deadline, like Bethlehem’s, is tomorrow, midnight. 
| Mediator Charles Ray called for another Bethlehem-union meeting 
npany’s Manhattan offices today Talks between union and Todd 


enta s were set for today in Brooklyn 
OOST SOUGHT 
e Bethlehem negotiations yesterday, the union pressed for a wage increase 
ents an hou Wages of a first-class mechanic now are $2.07 an hour 
extensit of the 2-year Bethlehem contract eXpires at midnight 
! 
I iddition to the pay increase, the union’s demands include a guaranteed 
age in employer-financed health elfare, and insurance plan, and 
nal paid holidays. The union says the company has not made a counter 
OPoOsi: 
Four of Ber ehem’s eight east coast shipyards are in the New York area, 
>in the Boston area, and two in the Baltimore area 
Phe union » is negotiating wit 9 other ship construction and repair com 
he Atlantic seaboard 
Mr. Chairman. for the information of the committee, with due re- 
spect tO vou. rnd tho . ( met il the White House this week, | 
inttoask ve Was tf = Situat on discussed at that time / 


The CHamman,. I[t was not. 

Mr. Bonner. Was the President aware that this is a make-work 
bill, and that this committee has endeavored to do everything it can 
tor the merchant marine and shipyard workers ¢ 

The Cuarrmman. I do not know that the President was aware of the 
situation. 

Mr. Bonner. Then I want to ask the Chairman of the Maritime 
Bo ird if. when he proposed this, was he aware of this situation ? 

The CHatrman. Mr. Rothschild, will you wait a minute; I would 
ke to finish my answer, 

Mr. Bonner. Oh, excuse me, Mr. Chairman. 
The CHAIRMAN, | do not know if the President or anybody there 
was aware of it: I was not aware of it. 

Mr. Bonner. I am sure you were not. 

Phe Carman. In addition, I should say that there is no testimony, 
is I understand it, to the effect that this is a make-work project, in the 
ense of being a WPA project, or something of that sort. The testi- 
mony, as I see it, has been to the effect that, in the interests of national 
defense, it is necessary to preserve certain work skills in the shipyards. 

Now, I have no objection to that news item going into the record, and 
I think it appropriately should go there, but the discussion of it, it 
eems to me, would more appropriately come in executive session. I 

illed Mr. Rothschild up and called Admiral Leggett to take their 
testimony, and I would suggest that we permit them to testify at this 
time, and then after that let us discuss this news article in executive 
session. 

Mr. Bonner. But. Mr. Chairman, I do think, for the information of 
the House, that all of the facts pertaining to this matter and the sur- 
rounding conditions should be in the record, and I am glad we havea 


reporter here. 
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Mr. Sheehan, yesterday, just plainly said we admit that this is a 
make-work program. That was his statement yesterday, and they 
were not going to try to throw any shadow around it. Iam willing to 
make work. If this administration has got the country in a fix mpare 
they need to make work os am willing to make work for people, but I 
want the people that we are trying so hard to keep in employment to 
realize what we are iiieat a to try to help us and cooperate with us. 

Has labor appeared in this hearing, Mr. Zincke ? 

Mr. Zinke. ‘They were invited to appear, Mr. Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. But they have not testified / 

Mr. ZINcKE. T hey testified on Mr. Tollefson’s bill for 60 ships which 
covered substanti: lly the same territory. 

Mr. Bonner. That was not the same as this; this is for conversion. 

Mr. Zincke. Yes; but the testimony in that 60-ship hearing was 
to the effect that both the new shipbuilding and the repair yards were 
in bad shape. 

Mr. Bonner. I want the record to show that I am agreeable to or 
ganized labor, and that I believe in organized labor, but I believe in 
cooperation. I have no further questions to ask the admiral in the 
light of the situation which has taken place. 

Mr. ALLEN. In view of the statement made by Mr. Bonner concern 

ne Mr. Sheehan, I, for one, did not understand that Mr. Sheehan 
was stating any position which covered the other members of the 
committee, particularly myself. 

Mr. BoNNER. Yes. 

Mr. Auten. My opinion is that this is not a make-work proposition 
at all. So far as the men are concerned, I know the men in these 
Vi irds well e nough by category to feel certain that the men themselves 
in their highly skilled tr: ades could go up town, as they say, and get 
permanent jobs elsewhere, but the phase of this bill which appeals to 
me is that the Government does not want them to do that because it 
would destroy the skills and the organization. It is a matter of trying 
to kee sp people who could get work elsewhere to sti Lv in these org: iniza- 
tions which are necessary. 1 would like to say that Mr. Sheehan’s 
statement did not cover any opinion on my part that this admittedly 
wasa WPA proposition or anything like sort of a charitable or relief 
measure. 

Furthermore, as far as this statement concerning a potential strike 
goes, I would like to say for the record that whether or not there is 
a strike does not influence my attitude toward this bill. So far as I 
am concerned I would not like to see this committee where it says to 
labor, “You either call off the strike or we won’t play ball on the 
legislation.” I do not want this legislation to play any part in in- 
fluencing collective bargaining. 

Mr. Bonner. I agree. The thing is if we do not do something on 
this question, the shipyards will close up if they have no work on hand 
or no orderson hand. If that is the situation, it is a peculiar situation. 

Mr. Auten. I do not doubt at all that the shipyards will close up 
without work. There has been testimony that the men will not be out 
of work. The danger is that the organizations will be dissipated and 
the men go to work someplace else, and we cannot keep up the skills 
or the organizations. 
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Mr. BONNER. We have poured money into the maritime program, 
and it is just like pouring money down a rathole. 

The Cuarrman. Admiral Leggett, 1 see you have a statement, 

Admiral Leecerr. I thought it might clarify some of the points 
which were brought up yesterday and save the time of the committee. 

The CHatrMAn. Would you care to read it or comment upon It. 

Admiral Leacerr. I will be glad to do either one, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Harr. Before the admiral starts to read his statement, I do not 
know whether you heard the majority leader yesterday state, Mr. 
Chairman, that one of the first things this morning he expected would 
be a roll call vote on one of these citations for contempt, so that we may 
expect a roll call in accordance with his statement shortly after 10 
o'clock. 

Mr. Dies. Could we not just ask the admiral some questions and let 
him put that statement in the record to conserve time / 

The CHatrMan. All right. 

(The statement referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WILSON D. LEGGETT, JR., CHIEF OF THE BUREAU OF SHIPS 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I am Rear Adm. W. D. Leggett, 
Chief of the Bureau of Ships of the Department of the Navy, and Coordinator of 
Shipbuilding, Conversion, and Repair for the Department of Defense. 

M-day creates a tremendous problem for me and my organization. Mobiliza- 
tion of the military and economic potential of the country must be carefully 
planned to insure that a maximum of offensive power is exerted at the earliest. 

Ships now available in the Maritime Administration reserve fleets are vital 
units in such plans. 

Presently your committee is considering a bill to appropriate about $45 million 
to effect essential repairs to 205 of the approximately 2,000 ships in Maritime Ad- 
ministration reserve fleets. I think we all will agree that such an appropriation 
can only be justified on the basis of increased national security. 

Yesterday you asked how many ships could be drydocked and surveyed within 
a period of 6 months to determine the extent of the required repairs. It is my 
opinion, considering the number of docks available, expected occupancy of the 
docks with higher priority work, and time required for the surveys, that approxi- 
mately 100 ships could be surveyed in 6 months under conditions conducive to 
overall economy. 

During Korean operations 7038 ships were activated from the Maritime Admin- 
istration’s reserve fleets. Subsequently 626 of these ships have been returned 
to the reserve fleets in good material condition. Effecting repairs to the 205 
ships under consideration will result in about 40 percent of the total Maritime 
Administration reserve fleet being placed in a condition of material readiness 
such that they can be promptly activated and utilized as specified by current 
mobilization plans. The selection of the 205 ships was made by a joint board of 
the Navy and the Maritime Administration predicated upon actual planned re- 
quirements during the early phases of mobilization. 

Primarily the question arises as to whether the repair of the 205 ships is ab- 
solutely necessary to accomplish the missions specified for them in the mobiliza- 
tion plan. In justification, I must refer to actual conditions found during recent 
activations of ships from the Maritime Administration reserve fleets. 

In 1948 approximately 60 oil tankers were activated and placed in service 
from the Maritime Administration reserve fleet. These activations were con- 
ducted under the supervision of the Bureau of Ships and detailed records are 
available substantiating the material conditions which obtained. Major deficien- 
cies were as follows: 

(a) Boilers required extensive retubing due to collections of water and soot. 

(0) Condensers were in such bad shape, due to corrosion, that retubing was 
required in all cases. 

(c) Turbines, main and auxiliary, required complete disassembly due to ab- 
normal deposits of salt and rust. In many cases extensive reblading was 
required. 
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These conditions did not result from deterioration after the ships were in- 


ictivated. The pressure to expeditious demobilize after World War II was 
the real cause. Orderly and effective inactivations were precluded by this 
yressure. The same conditions and results were found to some degree in ships 
of our naval reserve fleets, 

Secondary to maintaining the material readiness of the Maritime Administra- 
on’s reserve fleets is the almost equal necessity of iintaining a nucleus of a 
silled ship repair we force to preserve our mobilization potential in this 
important field. The ship repair industry in this country is definitely distressed. 
While our primary consideration is the ability of the Maritime Administration 
reserve lieet to Meet its mobilization commitments, We Wust not neglect our most 

tal supporting force, the ship repair industry 

Finally, after considering all factors involved in this program, I consider that 


the funds requested for the work planned are reasonable, that the work planned 
is necessary to meet mobilization requirements, and that the work planned is 
generally of a nonrecurring nature. 

As Chief of Bureau of Ships and Coordinator of Shipbuilding, Conversion and 
Repair, I, therefore, strongly recommend this bill to authorize appropriation of 
$45 million for the repair of ships in the Maritime Administration reserve fleets 

Mr. Dies. There is one point that I would like to have the admiral 
clear up, if I may, and that is this, if we restore these ships or repair 
them and we should have war what would we do with these ships? 

Admiral Leecerr. They would be used immediately to move troops 
and stores. 

Mr. Dies. If war broke out across the water we would move troops 
across the water in these ships? 

Admiral Leecerr. Yes, in ve ships. 

Mr. Dies. Suppose we have by that time submarines developed that 
have such great speed that it would be dangerous to move troops in 
these ships we would have to build new ships with greatly increased 
speed in order for them to have a chance to survive against the Russian 
submarines, would we not? You would not risk American lives on 
board ships that are obsolete, would you? 

Admiral Leccerr. I think it would be preferable to risk American 
lives on ships which are obsolete rather than to leave the people in an 
exposed position overseas. 

Mr. Mumma. Will the gentleman yield ? 

Mr. Dres. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Mumma. Did you not state yesterday that the majority of these 
ships could go 16 knots? 

Admiral Lecoetr. Sixteen to sixteen and a half knots 

Mr. Dies. Admiral, do you have any information on the speed of 
the Russian submarines? 

Admiral Leccerr. We have every reason to believe that the Russian 
submarine vary in their performance considerably. I am sure that 
they do have some submarines that will make 18 knots. 

Mr. Dies. What chance would a 16-knot ship have with an 18-knot 
submarine ? 

Admiral Lrecerr. It would not have as good a chance as an 18-knot 
ship would have. The probability of a hit is a very comp vlicated 
proble m which is worked out by our operation and ev: uation grou p. 
hey danger of a hit does decrease the higher the speed of the ship, 

he faster your ship as compared to the submarine the probability of a 
hit decreases. 

Mr. Dries. The truth is, Admiral, is it not, that what we really 
need is modernized ships? Is it not a fact that from the standpoint 
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of national defense that you would recommend that we build some 
modern ships with high speed ¢ 

Admiral Leecerr. Mr. Dies, we would prefer that the Navy not have 
al ything with a speed less than the speed of the U. S. United States. 

Mr. Dies. Of course, you do not think Congress would appropriate 
the money for that. 

Admiral Leecerr. That is right. 

Mr. ome. But from the standpoint of the military, the national de- 
fense and the best interests of our boys if they went overseas they 


would be much safer in ip gp would they not ¢ 


Admiral Leccerr. Yes, sir, but at the same time I would like to point 
out that, compar: atively spe: dial with the 1614-knot ships against 
the submarines which we believe are avilable to the Russians today, 


we would certainly be no worse off under those circumstances than 
e have been in the past with comparably slower transports, and with 


comparably slower submarines in previous wars. It would not be an 
ll acceptable 1 "isk. 

Mr. Dres. Ree ships are laid up for 5 or 6 years after they are 
repaired what will be the extent of the 5 ig pt ation yr them during 
that period? Would you say they would be in such condition that you 


could take them out ¢ I do not Say that that. is too Important, because 
you cannot figure on 5 years, 2 years, or 12 months, I understand that, 
but I just want to get that information in the record as to what shape 
these ships would be in after you repair them and leave them lay there 
for o years! 

Admiral Leacerr. The y wou d be ve ry much better than the »y are in 
the Rye situation because tl] opine as pt ut in the reserve fleet were 
put in hurriedly with no ki nd of overhaul, and =r were laid up the 
best we could do it under the circumstances with crews who were 
anxious to do nothing quite so muc h as to get off the partic ular ships. 
When we go through them now and overhaul them, we will clean up 

lot of imperfections which existed when we put the ships into the 
reserve fleet and we will unquestionably do a better job of preserva- 
tion now. 

Mr. Dies. What effect will this development of transportation by air 
have on this? I have read that with the use of air transport as we are 
developing it, that we may not need ships like this to transport troops. 

eee Lreei . It is a little bit out of my particular sphere of 
act , Mr. Dies, but I thin k it is pretty generally conceded that we 
do n a thane ships. 

Mr. Driers. That is a. 

The Cuarrman. Are there any further questions? 

Mr. Boykin. You are going to do everything in the world that you 
can to protect these ships; are you not, Admiral? What would you 
have to keep these Russians from bombing them; would you have 
planes following these ships or would you have any protection for 
these boys on these ships? I know that you will have everything that 
you can have to protect the men traveling on these ships if we have 
to use them. 

Admiral Leacerr. We have been working very hard on antisub- 
marine measures, Mr. ante 

Mr. Boykin. Yes, si 
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Admiral Leecerr. And we have made some progress; that is about 
all I can tell you. 

Mr. Borkry. Would you have some submarines going with them or 
would you take a lot of these ships together in a con voy ¢ Would you 
have 2 or 10 or 20 of them going together, or has that been figured out ¢ 

Admiral Leacerr. With ships of this cea ve would convoy them. 

Mr. Boykin. You would convoy them? 

Admiral Leccerr. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. Do you think you could watch them pretty closely and 
protect them ? 

Admiral Leccerr. We are certainly in as good a situation as we have 
ever been in in transporting troops in previous wars. 

Mr. BoyKIN. And we wouk | do eve ar ything we ¢ ‘oul | to protect the se 
boys as far as possible. If we could take them by air it would be a 
wonderful thing. 

Admiral Leccerr. That is not possible at the present time, in my 
opinion. 

The CHatrmMan. Are there any further questions of Admiral 
Leggett / 

Mr. Bonner. Coming to the Mariner-type ship program, are they 
suitable for this program ? 

Admiral Leceerr. Yes, sir; they are. 

Mr. Bonner. They are well worth while and good from a national 
defense standpoint ¢ 

Admiral Leaoetr. Yes, sir, I think they are. 

Mr. Bonner. Is 1 Mariner superior to say, 5 of these ships? 

Admiral Leacerr. I am not sure that I would take 1 Mariner in 
preference to 5 of these ships. 

Mr. Bonner. Well, to how many of these ships, then ? 

Admiral Leecerr. It would be a rather detailed comparison, Mr. 
Bonner. as to wh: if vou Wi anted ti »do Ww ith the shi ps. If you are going 
to move troops entirely into an operating area, and you had a task 
force which could operate at the speed of a Mariner they are less 
vulnerable to enemy attack than these ships, but if you wanted 
transport mass eoods everseas five of these ~ hips VW oul 1 ¢ rry a lot. 
more than a Mariner would, and the chances are you will ae naval 
vessels with them anyway, which could provide an escort. 

Mr. Bonner. | appreciate the value of these ships. 

That 1S all, 

The CHatrMan. Are there any further questions of the admiral? 

Mr. D RN. I have no questions, but I would like to make one com- 
ment for the record. 

It is good to know that the Navy is in the hands of such a capable, 
competent man as you are, Admiral. 

A Imire al Leecert. Thank you. 

The CuarrmMan. That may go on the record. 

Mr. Bonner. I want to associate myself with that fine compliment 
you have made the Navy. 

Mr. Dries. I would like to associate myself with it also and to say 
that the gentleman is a very fine, competent Congressman. 

Mr. Boyxrn. I think we all agree on that. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you, Admiral. 

Admiral Leacerr. Thank you, gentlemen; it has been a pleasure. 
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FURTHER STATEMENT OF LOUIS S. ROTHSCHILD, ADMINISTRATOR, 
MARITIME ADMINISTRATION, DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE— 
Resumed 


‘| he ( HAIRMAN. Are there any further questions that any members 


of the committee desire to ask Mr. Rothschild, because ve did sort of 
nterl 1} t his test on’ il the ¢ ! cd of it at le: st ¢ Does anybody on 
the committee care to a Mr. R othschild any further questions? 
Mr. Bonner. I want to ask Mr. Rothschild a question. Were you 
aware of t] threatened strike when you proposed this legislation ? 
Mi Ro ITHSCHI We were not, sir. 
Mi . Bon R. Since you have been te stifyi Ing were you aware of it ¢ 
Of course. . legislation was p term — a year ago, was it not? 
Mr. Roruscuimp. The first I heard of it was when Mr. Mumma 
iene’ me the same cli pping that vou read this morning. Mr. 


Me Mul llen tells me that on the radio last night there was a statement 
to the effect that the strike has been called off, and the negotiations 


will proceed \ Ac enti threat of a strike. We have searched the morn 
ll Ps a and have been unable to find a news item to that effect, but 
ey d |} mand: 6 iat correct, Mr. MeMullen? 

Mi Mcbfurke. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dies. My colleague, Mr. Thompson of Louisiana, sent a message 
here and said he wants to suggest an amendment authorizing the 
splitting of bids on ship repairs so that the smaller ship repair yards 


can qualify for some of the work that they can do. He says that a 
understands that there is not any op position to it. He Wi anted to cate 


a plane back home to Louisiana, as he has opposition. Do you ars 
objection to suc h an amendment ¢ 

Mr. Rotuscuitp. We have no objections to such an amendment, but 
we do not consider it necessary because that is standard procedure 


ith us, Mr. Dies. 

Mr. Dies. But you are not opposed to the amendment. If you are 
going to do it anyway, it would not make any difference. 

Mr. Hart. You are free to call for split bids under the Maritime 
Administration policy any time it is advatntageous to do so, are you 
not ¢ 

Mr. Roruscutiip. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harr. And you do call for them ? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Harr. And the authority which is conferred in the bill does 
not add one iota to the present system employed by the Maritime 
Administration ¢ 

Mr. Roruscuivp. That is correct. 

Mr. Harr. And the very indefinite, inconclusive, and vague lan- 
guage placed in there in the Senate can only lead to legal complica- 
tions, in my view as an attorney. I do not see how it adds anything 
to the bill whatever. I am in favor of striking out from the bill that 
particular amendment which was introduced in the Senate. 

Would the striking out of the amendment have any effect whatever 
on the present practice which the amendment is designed to maintain ? 
Mr. Roruscuip. It is our standard practice to ask for split bids. 

Mr. Hart. It is purely an administrative policy ? 
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Mr. Roruscni.p. Yes, sir, that is correct. 

Mr. Harr. And there is not any reason for writing administrative 
policy into the statute? 

Mr. Roruscur. No, sir. 

Mr. Harr. That is all I have. 

Mr. Auten. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Autuen. Mr. Rothschild, from the conversation I had with you 
a few minutes ago before the meeting I understand if the bill H. R. 
9509 were passed with the amendment which would appear in line 
12 on page 2 to the effect tha it the “six” appearing there should be 
stricken out and the words ‘ twenty four” inserted, the bill would 
then be in the form which is most satisfactory from your viewpoint 

Mr. Roruscnit. Yes, sir, that is correct, sin 

Mr. Ray. May [ask a question, Mr. Chairman ? 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Ray. 

Mr. Ray. Perhaps this question was discussed before I came in. 
The bill says you have 12 months in which to make contracts. I was 
not sure from what you said yesterday that you were thinking of a 
time limitation on the making of contracts, or a time limitation on the 
completion of the work. I thought it was the latter. 

Mr. Roruscutmp. There was some confusion on that point but we 
were thinking solely in terms of making the contracts. Before con- 
tracts can be made these vessels must be surveyed and drydocked. 
Admiral Leggett has said in his statement which he has filed this 
morning that he thinks no more than 100 vessels could be surveyed 
within 6 months time. There are 205 vessels in the program which 
might mean that it would be too tight for the second 6 months to get 
surveys made and the contracts let. For that reason we prefer to 
have it at 24 months. 

Mr. Ray. You might be five ships over 

Mr. Roruscuiw. We might be 25 ships over because we contem- 
plate putting those with the least damage on drydock at the earliest 
date so that the program could be started with the least possible delay. 

Mr. Ray. I had in mind that one of the things you wanted to make 
sure of was that this was recognized as an urgent thing. Two years for 
the making of contracts for this number of ships seems a rather long 
time and to take away the element of urgency. 

Mr. Dres. Did he not make it clear that they were going to do it as 
fast as possible within the 2-year limitation or extension. This is not 
going to slow up the work, as I understand it. 

Mr. Roruscuiip. We will proceed with dispatch to get every pos- 
sible vessel into the repair yards as far as we are able to do so. 

Mr. Mumma. Mr. Rothschild, you put a ship in drydock and you 
see what is the matter with it. In the lead time between then and the 
actual contract work do the drydoc ks charge you so much a day for 
that time? It may take 2 or 3 weeks. Is that going to be a big item? 

Mr. Roruscurp. I think the record of ‘yesterday shows, Mr. 
Mumma, what we expect to incur in the way of breaking-out cost. 
It is not a large part of the program. 

Mr. Mumma. Thank you. 

The CHarrman, Are there any further questions? 
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Mr. Boykin. I have a question that I want to ask. 

I have a letter here from Mr. W. B. Garner, executive vice president 
of the Waterman Steamship (¢ ‘orp. He is a very wonderful man whom 
all of you here know. He has been before our committee many times. 

I have just received this letter from him: 


Legislation—H. R. 6004 


The subject bill was introduced on June 30, 1953, by Mr. McCormack and re- 
ferred to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce. The bill proposes 
to amend part II of title III of the Communications Act of 1934, so as to require 
the installation of an automatic radio call selector on cargo ships of the United 
States carrying less than two radio operators, and for other purposes. The bill 
was recently reported with certain amendments out of the said committee. 

In my opinion, this is one of the most inexcusable bills that I have ever run 
across. It is completely devoid of any merit or justification, and would impose 
unnecessary expenditures against United States-flag vessel owners. I under- 
stand that the Department of the Navy, the Department of Commerce, and the 
Federal Communications Commission expressed their opposition to the bill on 
the ground that the installation of the automatic radio call selector would not 
enhance the safety of life and property at sea, because United States-flag cargo 
ships are already equipped with the auto alarm system. 

He thinks it is a terrible thing and a great cost to us and none of the 
other foreign-flag ships have to have them. Could I get your opinion 
on that ? 

Mr. Roruscuitp. We have appeared in opposition to that bill. 

Mr. Boyxkry. You have appeared in opposition to it? 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes. 

Mr. Boykin. He is a very serious and good man, and they are not a 
subsidized company. They furnish their own money, and they have 
been very successful in their operations. I know you know them 
very well. 

Mr. Roruscuinp. Yes, indeed. 

Mr. Boyrxiy. He would not object to putting them on if they are 


necessary, or to anyth ing else, but they are not necessary. Do you 
think that they are not necessary ? 
Mr. Rorys« HILD, We have said so 1n our appearances before this 


committee. 

The CHarrMan. Thank you, Mr. Rothschild. 

Mr. BONNER. Mr. Rothsi hild, did you see the conference report we 
have on the tanker bill 

Mr. Roruscnitp. The Navy tanker bill—— 

Mr. Bonner. You understand in that conference report that in 
drawing a contract for construction of the new tankers you are to 
put in the contract a provision that if the history of the company has 
been for 15-knot tankers, if they use an 18-knot speed they pay for 
that speed. 

Mr. Roruscuimp. I have not had a chance to read the bill, Mr. 
Bonner. 

Mr. Bonner. That was the agreement of the conferees that it would 
be put in the contract. The Senate wanted it left out of the bill, and 
we put it in the conference report so that you put it in the contract 
to negotiate construction. 

Mr. Roruscniip. You may be sure that whatever statutory require- 
ments there are will be clos ely carried out and met in its administra- 
tion. 
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Mr. Bonner. [ just wanted it in here when you wrote the contract. 

The CHatrMan. Mr. Clerk, I want vou to imsert in the record at 
this point the communications received by the committee in connectio1 
with the pending bill. 

(The communications referred to will be found on pp. 5, 6, ¢, 14, 
11-44; also see appendix, pp. 53-86. ) 

The CHarMan. Mr. Mumma has a statement to make. 

Mr. Mumma. This is from Marine Progress of the current month. 
It is an editorial entitled, “At The Top?” 


We take hope in the labor contract recently reached with 38 seagoing unions 
from the fact that for the first time in 15 such annual documents there was no 
provision for a wage increase. We would like to think that seafaring labor 
used its head and chose not to whip a dead horse—or at least, half-dead ship 
ping industry We would like to think that, but who knows 

Of course, the seafarers didn’t come away completely empty handed, they 
managed to get an additional week of paid vacation for longevity of employment 
with one company, and they also get an increase in employer payments for 
welfare 

Under steady attrition from cheap, foreign competition the American lines 
were in no position to take on the load of another wage increase at this time 
We believe the unions knew this and therefore rate at least a nod for not striking 
and further damaging American shipping’s chances in a fight for blood from 
a stone, 

Seagoing labor, under the shield of a war-involved Government for much of 
the time amassed terrific gains over the past decade and a half—we think much 
more so than shoreside workers. Its pay today continues to be the highest in 
the world for that kind of work and it probably is about as high as it can ever 
hope to get in any sound economy. The men who run our shipping are of this 
opinion and we can but hope the unions see it too. 

Should we come into some sort of shipping cornucopia and the vessel operators 
need both hands to reap in the profits, then labor will be entitled to a larger 
share than it is now getting. But, that is not the case today—so hold on fel 
lows. You’re way up there now! 


Mr. Roruscutip. Are we excused, Mr. Chairman? 

The CHarrMan. Yes, sir, you are excused. Thank you very much, 
centlemen. 

We will go into executive session. 

(Thereupon, at 10:10 a. m., the committee went into executive 


session. ) 











APPENDIX 


THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE, 
Washington 25, July 13, 1954. 
Hon. ALVIN F. WEICHEL, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheri« 


House of Representatives, Washington 25, D.C 


for the views of this Department with respect to H. R. 9415, a bill to provide an 
immediate program for the modernization and improvement of such merchant- 
type vessels in the reserve fleet as are necssary for national defense 


DeaR Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in reply to your request of June 23, 1954, 


The bill, as indicated by its title, is designed to authorize a program for 
modernization and improvement of vessels in the national defense reserve fleet 
or national defense purposes. 

rhe bill would authorize the Secretary of Commerce, within 6 months after 
date of enactment of the act, to enter into contracts for the repair, moderniza- 
tion, and conversion of vessels in the national defense reserve fleet to provide for 
the purposes of national defense an adequate and ready reserve fleet. The 
amount of contract authority is limited to $45,000,000 Che contracts are re 
quired to be with private shipbuilding or ship repair yards on the Atlantic, 
Pacific, and gulf coasts of the United States. It is further provided that they 
shall be entered into in accordance with applicable provisions of the Federal 
Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949. However, the Secretary of 
Commerce is specifically authorized to negotiate contracts without competitive 
bidding whenever such action is determined by him to be necessary to carry out 
the purpose of the act. The bill authorizes appropriations of sums not in excess 
of 545,000,000 

It is the purpose of the bill to provide in the interest of national defense for 
immediate improvement and modernization of merchant type vessels in the na- 
tional defense reserve fleet, and thereby to provide stimulus to the shipbuilding 
and repair industries. After consultation with the Secretary of Defense, the 
Secretary of Commerce would formulate and carry out the program. The pro- 
gram would encompass the repairing, modernizing, and converting of merchant 
type vessels in the national defense reserve under the jurisdiction of the Secre- 
tary of Commerce it would be based on the necessity to provide for the national 
defense an adequate and ready reserve of merchant and auxiliary vessels, 

We have made a review of the latest mobilization requirements for vessels 
in the national defense reserve. The vessels deemed desirable for repair included 
essels presently converted to Navy auxiliary vessels or scheduled for wartime 
conversion. Eliminating these vessels which have been repaired and operated 
within recent years and which are not planned for wartime transfer for mili- 
tary use, there are some 205 ships which should be included in any reserve fleet 
repair program, based on early full mobilization requirements. Actually, only 
a few Liberty type vessels are included in this number and these Liberty type 
vessels are considered to have a high priority for repair and conversion to be 
available for immediate use in the event of full mobilization. There should also 
be included in any such program the repair of a number of large seagoing tugs 
which will be of utmost importance in an early period of mobilization, in order to 
put the large ships in operation. 

There can be no doubt from the factual history and estimates of anticipated 
ship construction and repair in the very near future that the yards are falling 
below the employment level necessary to maintain the mobilization potential 
necessary for expansion of ship repair and construction facilities. Statistics 
made available by the ship repair and shipbuilding industries indicate that em- 
ployment in ship repair yards was down to a level of 30,000 in the first quarter 
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L544 d ‘ iid further decline inasmuch as the repair 
expected fro present a e fle be sufficient to main- 
f mpl ie! It be noted that a ity of repair facilities 
es one of the t important and early requirements in the event of 
I port hat repair yards should not be allowed to 
ind disperse e manpower to the point where it 
a pe! ons to meet emergency requirements 
| Y ( ‘ i Mariti Subsidy Policy,” reached the 
there w eed for maintaining in the interest of mobilization 
d wor ( It further indicates that quality and 
I the reserye ( I znilicant factors in the matter of tonnage to 
ation requ ents, and that modernization, improvement, 
! eaudy cond hn of reserve ships would assist in meeting such requirements. 
| De} f ¢ é ponsoring several proposals for ship construc- 
l d prov ibstantial shipyard employment over the next several 





rhese include the tanker trade-in-and-build program, the construction 


tf combination passenger-cargo ships under the 1936 act, and the program 
the conversion of 4 Liberty ships 
The repair and conversion work and cost of breakout and towing of the 205 
ships ove referred to would require approximately $45,000,000. It is estimated 
that this would provide approximately 4,600 man-years of employment It is not 
POSSIDIe the present time to make precise estimates as to the cost of the repair 
ork by ships or by categories. Most of the vessels were placed in the reserve 
ti ; 


fleet right after World War II, and in most cases no detailed condition surveys 

t » time of the deactivation. Estimates available are based upon 
experience gained in withdrawing vessels from the fleet for use in Korea and 
foreign-aid programs. 


It is recommended that the 6-month period for entering into contracts under 
the measure be made 1 year It is believed that this would be in the interest 
of making the best use of the funds provided in terms of tonnage repaired and 


converted, and would be better from the standpoint of the phased employment 
of production workers and use of facilities. Too short a period of time would 


cause congestion, would draw manpower into the yards only to suffer reduction 
in a Short time, and would tend to increase costs unduly 

The bill authorizes the contracts for repair to be made with shipbuilding or 

p repair yards on tl Atlant Pacific, and gulf coasts of the United States. 
Out of the 205 ships above referred to, 92 are located in the reserve fleet on the 
east c t, 32 on the gulf coast, and 81 on the west coast 

In general, we would contract on the basis of competitive bids with the award 
to the lowest qualified bidder. The negotiation authority would be used only 


where circumstances clearly called for such action. It should be noted that the 
question of Maritime Administration practice in awarding repair contracts in 


some cases on the basis of “split bids” has been raised It is contemplated that 
the all-inclusive bids and the split-bid procedures would be used as circumstances 
warranted It is proposed to include a recapture provision in the contract, 


similar to section 505 (b) of the Merchant Marine Act, 1936, for recapture of 
profits in excess of 10 percent of the contract price. Experience indicates that 
the use of the split-bid basis in the proper circumstances has resulted in a sub- 
ial reduction in cost to the Government 

We have been advised that, while the Bureau of the Budget has no objection 
to the submission of this report, we have been requested to indicate that the 
Bureau believes that this legislation is unnecessary and that any required ship- 
repair program should be handled by an appropriation through the normal 
budgetary process 

If we can be of further assistance to you in this matter, please call on us. 

Sincerely yours, 
SrNcLATR WEEKS, 
Secretary of Commerce. 
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( I ‘ (EN Al I ET ~ Ss 
\\ ; 
lfon. THor C. TOLLEFSOD 
Lcting Chairman, Co ttee on Merchant Marine and Fishe 
House of Representatives 

Dear M CHAIRMA Reference is n e to vour tte. f June 28. 1954 
acknowledged by telephone on June 29, 1954, re« yal I rm ) 
mendations of th Office on H. R. 9415, S8d Congre ’d sessio ‘ tled \ 
bill to pl vide an immediate rogram Tor the modern ) The a) \ em} 
{ ich rchant-tyvpe ( , n the res fleet ire nece il for nat i 
deft ( 

Che bill is a companion bill to S. 3546 troduced in the Se eon June 2. and 

ended and passed by the Senate on J 

H. R. 9415 provides a $45 million program for the modern tion and repair of 
merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleets under the risd n of the Secretary 
of Commerce, in the interests of national defense and to provide is to 
the shipbuilding and repair industries the Natic Cont s to accomplish 
that purpose would be entered into with p1 e shipvard ithin 6 monthe after 
the enactment of the bill It is informally understood that the proposed legisla- 
tion is expected to provide for the repair f 192 naval auwiliary ve els and the 
conversion of 13 Liberty-type cargo vessels in the reserve fleet to naval auxiliaries 
It is understood that the Maritime Administration estimates the costs for repairs 
of the 192 auxiliaries to be $33,840,000, and the cost for conversion of the 12 
Liberty-type cargo vessels to be $5,200,000 rhe estimated cost of towing and 
general agency fees is $5 million Of the total of VOD vessels to be repaired or 
converted, it is reported that 92 are presently located in t] reserve fleet on the 
east coast, 52 on the gulf coast, and 81 on the west coast 





This Office makes no recommendation with respect to the basic need or desit 
ability of the proposed legislation However, attention is invited to Senator 
Williams’ amendment to S. 3546 (pp. 9603 and 9604 of the Congressional Record 

July 8, 1954), which struck the provision that the contracts for re] and 





conversions could be negotiated without competitive bidding 
With that deletion, the Senate bill directs the Secretary of Commerce to enter 


nto contracts in accordance with the applicable provisions of the Federal Prop 
erty and Administrative Services Act of 1949, which contains 14 exceptions where 
advertising is not required It is my opinion that those exceptions are sufficient 
to cover ya situation justifying negotiation of the subject contracts. 
Accordingly, I recommend that a similar amendment be made to H. R. 9415 


cinmeels yours, 
FRANK H. WEITZEI 


icting ¢ omptroller General of the lt nited States 


DEPARTMENT OF THE NAVY, 
OFFICE OF THE JUDGE ADVOCATE GENERAL, 
Washington 25, D. C., July 12, 1954. 
Hon. THor C. TOLierson, 
Acting Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D. ¢ 


My Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: Your request for comment on the bill, H. R. 9415, t 
provide an immediate program for the modernization and improvement of such 
merchant-type vessels in the reserve fleet as are necessary for national defense, 
has been assigned to this Department by the Secretary of Defense for the prep- 
aration of a report thereon expressing the views of the Department of Defense. 

The purpose of the bill is stated in its title. The measure would authorize 
the expenditure of not in excess of $45 million by the Secretary of Commerce 
for the repair, modernization, and conversion of such merchant-type vessels 
in the national-defense reserve as may be necessary to provide for an adequate 
and ready reserve fleet of merchant and auxiliary vessels. 

The Department of Defense has frequently expressed concern over the de- 
pressed state of our private shipbuilding and repair industry. The Navy's 
construction and repair program cannot alone support an adequate defense 
nucleous of operating shipyards for both naval and merchant types Any pro- 
posal that will improve the economic outlook of the industry is of vital interest 
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to the Navy because the existence of such yards in an operating status with 
skilled personnel actively employed is essential as a base capable of rapid 
expansion in the event of a national emergency 

From a Navy mobilization standpoint, the most urgent need for the industry 
and that most beneficial to national defense would be a phased merchant ship 
construction program to bring the active United States merchant fleet up to the 
numerical limits required for the initial mobilization of the Department of 
Defense. Nevertheless, it is considered that the emergency program proposed 
by H. R. 9415 should be supported inasmuch as it would benefit the shipbuilding 
and repair industry and at the same time facilitate the more rapid activation 
of ships from the national defense reserve. 

In contemplation of the possible enactment of H. R. 9415, or similar legisla- 
tion, representatives of the Maritime Administration in consultation with rep- 
resentatives of the Department of Defense have tentatively selected over 200 
ships for inclusion in the emergency program proposed by the bill. These ships 
are, for the most part, presently converted or scheduled for conversion to naval 
aur liiaries 


Section 4 (2) of the bill provides that contracts authorized by the bill “shall 


be with private shipbuilding or ship repair yards on the Atlantic, Pacific, and 


gulf coasts of the United States.”’ No valid reason is apparent for the specific 
exclusion of shipyards in the Great Lakes or other inland waterways from par- 


ticipating in work authorized by the bill. It is, therefore, recommended that the 
bill be amended accordingly 

In view of the foregoing, the Department of the Navy on behalf of the Depart- 
ment of Defense recommends enactment of H. R. 9415 provided that such enact- 
ment does not deter other legislative proposals providing for new merchant- 
type ship construction. 

This report has been coordinated within the Department of Defense in accord- 
ance with procedures prescribed by the Secretary of Defense. 

While the Bureau of the Budget has no objection to the submission of this 
report, the Department of the Navy, on behalf of the Department of Defense, 
has been requested to indicate that the Bureau believes this legislation is unnec- 
essary and that any required ship repair program should be handled by an 
appropriation through the normal budgetary process. 

For the Secretary of the Navy. 

Sincerely yours, 
Ira H. NUNN, 
Rear Admiral USN, Judge Advocate General of the Navy. 
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